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PREFACE 


This  report  addresses  weapon  systems  acquisition  within  the 
framework  of  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  procurement  and  the  management 
of  DoD  systems.  It  reviews  highlights  of  the  history  of  weapon  systems 
management  from  the  pre>1947  era  to  the  present.  It  makes  no  attempt 
at  a definitive  or  detailed  appraisal  but  confines  itself  to  a dis- 
cussion of  principal  features.  The  intention  is  to  offer  some  explana- 
tion of  how  we  arrived  where  we  are  with  respect  to  acquisition  policies 
and  organization,  to  describe  how  the  system  operates,  and  under  what  in 
fluences,  and  to  provide  some  perspective  about  the  future. 
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he  Defense  Systems  Acquisition  Review  Council  (DSARC)  was  created  to 
assume  better  coordination  in  the  major  weapons  acquisition  process.  It 
assists  and  monitors  the  basic  effort  of  responsive  acquisition  of  major 
weapons  for  the  Armed  Forces  within  the  influences  of  the  environment  of 
procurement  and  DoD  management  processes. 

Until  relatively  recently,  the  DoD  had  not  had  a consistent  record  for 
close  examination  of  the  systems  acquisition  process,  identification  of ^ 
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problems  involved,  and  adjustment  to  changing  conditions  and  times.  The  Armed 
Services,  for  their  part,  were  unable  to  resolve  conflicts  as  technological 
advancements  outpaced  their  organization  and  management  capabilities.  As  a 
consequence  of  legislation  enacted,  beginning  with  the  National  Security  Act 
Ammendments  of  1949  to  the  issuance  of  DoD  Directive  5000.1,  there  developed 
a system  by  which  the  Secretary  of  Defense  decided  what  courses  of  action 
should  be  pursued.  His  decisions  rested  primarily  on  the  recommendation  of 
DSARC  reviews  at  critical  junctures  in  the  defense  major  weapon  systems 
.cquisition  process. 

Regulations  and  directives  that  formalized  these  procedures  are  currently 
being  altered  under  new  policy  of  increased  flexibility  within  the  DOD.  A 
recent  example  is  embodied  in  0MB  Circular  A-109,  dated  15  April  1976,  which 
directs  that  the  criteria  for  systems  development  be  based  on  mission  require- 
I ments  rather  than  specification  satisfaction. 


The  central  and  most  difficult  problem  is  not  much  different  from  that 
faced  in  the  1960s:  How  to  obtain  sufficient  numbers  of  quality  hardware  at 
affordable  costs, 
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ABSTRACT 


The  Defense  Systems  Acquisition  Review  Council  (DSARC)  was  created  to 
assume  better  coordination  in  the  major  weapons  acquisition  process.  It 
assists  and  monitors  the  basic  effort  of  responsive  acquisition  of  major 
weapons  for  the  Armed  Forces  within  the  influences  of  the  environment  of 
procurement  and  DoD  management  processes. 

Until  relatively  recently,  the  D60  had  not  had  a consistent  record  for 
close  examination  of  the  systems  acquisition  process,  identification  of 
problems  involved,  and  adjustment  to  changing  conditions  and  times.  The 
Armed  Services,  for  their  part,  were  unable  to  resolve  conflicts  as 
technological  advancements  outpaced  their  organization  and  management 
capabilities.  As  a consequence  of  legislation  enacted,  beginning  with 
the  National  Security  Act  Amencbnents  of  1949  to  the  issuance  of  DoD 
Directive  5000.1,  there  developed  a system  by  which  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  decided  what  courses  of  action  should  be  pursued.  His  decisions 
rested  primarily  on  the  recommendation  of  DSARC  reviews  at  critical 
junctures  in  the  defense  major  weapon  systems  acquisition  process. 

Regulations  and  directives  that  formalized  these  procedures  are 
currently  being  altered  under  new  policy  of  increased  flexibility  within 
the  DoD.  A recent  example  is  embodied  in  OWB  Circular  A-109,  dated 
15  April  1976,  which  directs  that  the  criteria  for  systems  development  be 
based  on  mission  requirements  rather  than  specification  satisfaction. 

The  central  and  nwst  difficult  problem  is  not  much  different  from  that 
faced  in  the  1960s:  How  to  obtain  sufficient  numbers  of  quality  hardware 
at  affordable  costs. 
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1.  INTRODUCTION.  THE  DEFENSE  SYSTEMS  ACQUISITION 
REVIEV/  COUNCIL— AN  OVERVIEW 


The  Defense  Systems  Acquisition  Review  Council  was 
created  in  1969  as  a step  toward  better  coordination  of  the  various 
phases  of  major  systems  acquisition.^  The  Council  is  composed  of 
the  Director  of  Defense  Research  and  Engineering  (DDR&E),  and 
other  key  officials.  The  Council  e'valuates  and  reviews  each  major 
system  at  three  critical  junctures  --  the  end  of  contract  definition, 
the  end  of  engineering  development,  and  prior  to  the  initiation  of 
production. 

The  review  conducted  at  key  system  decision  points  in  the  acqui- 
sition process  is  held  for  the  purpose  of  insuring  that  the  service  has 
a viable  program  and  is  ready  to  proceed  to  the  next  phase  of  acquisi- 
tion. It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  project  manager  of  the  ongoing 
system  to  provide  the  DSARC  with  the  pertinent  information  it  needs 
to  make  its  recommendations  regarding  programs  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  (SECDEF).  The  SECDEIF  then  makes  the  key  decision- -pro- 
ceed, modify,  or  cancel  --  based  in  part  on  the  DSARC  recommenda- 
tions . 

Any  key  system  decision  is  a high  level  problem  which  involves 

This  agency  considers  (1)  dollar  value  - - proorams  which 
have  an  estimated  RDT&E  cost  in  excess  of  $50  million,  or  an  esti- 
mated production  cost  of  $200  million;  (2)  national  urgency;  (3)  recom- 
mendations by  DoD  component  heads  or  OSD  officials. 


behavioral,  legal,  political,  and  ncn-technical  considerations  as  well 
as  technical  ones.  These  considerations  all  directly  affect  defense 
management  and  decision  making. 
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II,  FOUNDATION 

Evolution  of  the  Defense  Weapons  Acquisition  Process 

Prior  to  1947,  decisions  regarding  defense  procurement  rested 
primarily  with  the  two  executive  departments  associated  with  defense. 
The  Department  of  War  (Army  and  Army  Air  Corps)  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Navy  (Navy  and  Marine  Corps). 

As  technological  capabilities  increased  and  world  environment 
became  more  complex,  decisions  regarding  which  defense  system  to  de- 
velop became  more  constrained  by  political  considerations.  Differ- 
ences of  opinion  arose  between  the  services  whore  areas  of  responsi- 
bility concerning  strategic  operations  overlapped.  Technological 
advancements  outpaced  the  organizational  and  management  capabilities 
of  the  individual  armed  services;  the  military  departments  could  not 
resolve  the  conflicts  that  developed.  A change  in  organization  and 
management  was  needed.  This  need  resulted  in  Congress  passing  the 
National  Security  Act  of  1947. 

The  Act  established  three  executive  departments,  the  Department 
of  the  Army,  the  Department  of  the  Navy,  and  the  Department  of  the 
Air  Force.  The  three  executive  departments  v/ere  called  the  National 
Security  Establishment.  The  head  of  this  organization  was  called  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  who  was  limited  to  the  exercise  of  general  au- 
thority. The  Act  did  not  create  a Department  of  Defense,  however. 
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After  two  years  it  was  apparent  that  the  original  organization  needed 
further  refinement.  Proposals  for  change  resulted  in  the  National 
Security  Act  Amendments  of  1949.  The  Amendments  redesignated  the  National 
Security  Establishment  as  the  Department  of  Defense  and  established 
it  as  an  executive  department  of  the  government.  The  Service  Secretaries 
lost  their  cabinet  status  and  the  DECDEF's  authority  and  responsibility 
increased.  Subsequent  legislation,  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1958  and  an 
Executive  Order  in  1961,  further  increased  the  responsibilities  of  the 
SECDEF. 

A system  evolved  in  which  the  SECDEF  decided  what  course  of  action 
to  pursue.  This  was  a complete  alteration  of  the  pre-1947  concept 
wherein  the  services  made  decisions  regarding  defense  acquisition. 

Despite  the  reorganization  changes  in  the  DoD,  and  until  Robert 
McNamara  was  appointed  SECDEF,  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
(OSD)  envoi vement  in  the  weapons  acquisition  decision  process  was  mostly 
that  of  loosely  monitoring  service  initiated  programs.  Under  McNamara, 
the  decision  making  process  became  centralized  at  the  OSD  level.  Secretary 
McNamara  made  all  major  decisions  and  apparently  overmanaged  the  services.'^ 
Still,  the  defense  systems  acquisition  process  continued  to  lack  overall 
coordination  between  functions  necessary  for  efficient  procedure. 


^Jack  Raymond,  "The  McNamara  ftonarchy"  American  Defense  Policy. 
Second  Edition.  John  Hopkins  Press,  Baltimore:  1968.  pp.  406-412. 


In  1969,  the  OSD  came  under  new  manayenent;  Melvin  Laird  was  SECDEi-, 
and  David  Packard  was  Deputy  Secrc.-tary  of  Defense  (Dr.I’SrCDPF ) . Packard 
was  tasked  wit'i  the  responsibi  1 i ty  cT  i;:.prc  iin  the  drfcasf'  a:qcisitien 
process.  The  new  51XDLF  a!Ui  Df^SLcDt;'  he’ lOvrd  -i  n a pa  r l i ' i ..a  t i no  stvle 
or  iiianaijeriteri t,  diui  y»'-.  -■ually  restored  jv.iich  of  t'se  dr.cisif'M  r-  M.ine  ri-i.r -ns  i - 
bilHy  tu  the  services,  ‘^'nit  ne\v  iaa!,;i:  ct-ert  styX‘  e-. ' all  i shed  the  be- 
ginning of  a mate!  ial  rej;-j(.ni tatien  ;r  systems  nisi  tie:  . Tne  piriacis 
ot  this  reornani  nation  was  DnD  Dire;. t we  hif'/ij 

Prior  to  the  actual  insuanc*'  of  j _r.wo  is-por f.iis t :ae:'i:oi-.  nda  wero 
isssed  by  rackaicl.  liie  first  was  a m-rr-.-ardur:  de  fen  TO  Mr.<  l''*C9,  E3labl;.>h- 
mont  of  05ARC  --  Appendix  A --  which  resulted  from  Mr  rvek.o-d's  initial 
review  of  systems  acquisition  managenient  in  U'.e  DoD.  The  .second  momoran 
dum  dated  28  May  1970,  Policy  Guidance  of  Major  Weapons  ; ' tcMis  Acquisition 
--  Appendix  B --  was  wrUten  after  c y(.vr's  study  oi  ti<e  acqiii  vi  f ion  pro- 


cess . 


The  28  May  H!emorandu:!i  set  the  fin.ii  coticefjt  for  Dcdi  Dir'^ctive  ED00.1. 

The  policy  cha.n'jr  in  the  wcinorancium  rniphasizer!  u-.p  ut-e  <y  ;ra;!e-o+'fs , 'Xu.- 

effective  use  of  pisjcticrl  cost  sctnululis  and  iiocioncanci-  i ^'-ade-offs  v is 
dGlincs.ted  as  the  i.'ost  ii-portant  sincjlr  factor  in  coM.riij  i ir,.|  cho  cost 
of  devoloirl r,g  and  acquiring  a new  syst.r".  rossii.'ly  tne  .-'.st  significant 
chargt.  I rom  previous  p^-^licy  crnc(?rn>''!  contr-v.t  i r-..; . p.'i.,  noli;'  dic*-aLrd 

that  lh(_'  type  nf  rpntr.ict  ho  Lailoreo  Lu  th ''  ri.'  i:.volv''h  host,  rcii.burse- 


iiient  contracts  were  reccimniended 


for  advanced  ih  lopp ei  t aii-'' 


full 


dcvr]ofM’'ent  and  fixed  price  contracis  w-rc-  ■■■■nded  yr  ■ r rid’ir  i.fon . 
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DoD  Directive  5000.1,  Acquisition  of  Major  Defense  Systems  -- 
Appendix  C — restated  policy  and  went  into  greater  detail  delineating 
responsibilities  of  OSD  and  the  DoD  components.  Additionally,  a more 
detailed  description  of  program  considerations  was  included.  These 
considerations  were  a statement  of  the  system  need  in  operation 
terms,  consideration  of  cost  parameters,  logistics  support,  use  of 
milestones,  assessment  of  technical  uncertainty,  increased  use  of 
test  and  evaluation,  contract  form  consistent  with  program  character- 
istics, source  selection  considerations,  and  use  of  realistic  manage- 
ment information-program  control  requirements. 

The  Environment  of  DoD  Procurement 

The  Armed  Services  Procurement  Regulation  (ASPR)  defines  pro- 
curement as  follows: 

Procurement  includes  purchasing,  renting,  leasing,  or  otherwise 
obtaining  supplies  and  services.  It  also  includes  all  functions 
that  pertain  to  the  obtaining  of  supplies  and  services  including 
description  but  not  determination  of  requirements,  selecting  and 
solicitation  of  sources,  preparation  and  award  of  contract,  and 
all  phases  of  contract  administration.'^ 

The  procurement  process  includes  all  actions  taken  in  obtaining  re- 
quired goods  and  services.  Together  with  requirements  determina- 
tion, production,  and  supply  management,  military  procurement  is 
part  of  one  basic  effort  — responsive  logistics  support  to  the  Armed 
Forces.  In  the  broadest  sense,  the  term  "procurement"  describes  the 


•^ASPR  1-201 
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whole  process  whereby  classes  of  resources  required  by  the  Armed  Forces 
obtained.  The  methods  of  achieving  that  process  constantly  change,  and 
in  that  atmosphere  of  ciiange  the  major  weapon  systems  acquisition  func- 
tion is  carried  out. 

The  scope  of  procurement  operations  tn  the  Armed  Forces  can  be 
judged  from  the  fact  that  the  annual  operation  of  DoD  generates  a greater 
range  of  material  and  service  requirements  than  any  other  single  enterprise 
in  the  world.  It  should  be  readily  apparent  that  coordinating  this  broad 
function  into  a balanced  integrated  system  poses  very  real  challenges  in 
management. 

The  process  of  acquiring  major  (currently  the  Trident  and  B-1  Bomber) 
weapons  is  the  largest,  most  complex,  and  has  the  greatest  dollar  volume 
of  any  in  the  DoD.  The  cycle  from  concept  to  delivery  may  require  five 
to  ten  years,  with  technical  improvements  continually  evolving.  Conse- 
quently, decision-making  is  the  responsibility  of  the  highest  organizational 
levels  in  the  services,  and  involves  concentrations  of  the  top  management, 
technical,  procurement,  and  production  talent.  It  is  characterized  by  a 
very  small  volume  of  extremely  complex  contracts  averaging  millions  of 
dollars  in  value. 

The  technical  and  financial  risks  associated  with  large  acquisition 
contracts  rise  proportionately  with  the  trend  toward  more  complex  weapons 
systems  and  lengthening  of  necessary  development  and  production  lead  times. 
Such  considerations  have  greatly  Influenced  the  structure  of  industry  and  have 
reoriented  its  efforts  as  advancing  technology  directs  the  emphasis  towards 
new  systems.  The  extremely  specialized  nature  of  modern  weapons  development 
and  production  has  resulted  in  a high  degree  of  market  concentration.  Few 
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firms  have  the  requisite  financial  strength,  Liie  facilities,  and  the 
technical  capability  to  meet  develop'iient  and  production  requirements; 
it  is  therefore  only  logical  that  the  bulk  of  orders  go  to  ihe  firnis  de- 
monstrating the  required  capability/* 

Due  to  their  magnitude  and  potential  impact  on  the  Midu'Stricil  econo- 
my, Federal  expenditures  are  bein>g  used  ir.Qre  and  r.iore  to  pr-omotc  the 
social  and  economic  objectives  of  the  government.  One  observer  has  noi.ed 
that  through,  "the  purpose  of  procurement,  as  such,  is  not  to  enforce  public 
policies,  ...  it  would  be  reprehensible  and  indeed  impossible  for  the 
government  to  execute  its  procurements  in  eofianr.p  or-  disregard  of  such 

C 

policies."  Thus,  the  role  of  defense  procureiroiit  in  national  security 
management  is  not  limited  to  the  acquis  i ticn  of  weapons  and  services  and 
supplies  but  is  also  intepreted  so  as  to  strengthen  the  foundation  of  our 
economic  and  social  system. 

Small  independent  business  units  have  Lraditional iy  been  recognized 
as  a basic  and  indispensable  element  oi  our  fi’ee  enterprise  :yste'i!.  Sine.': 
as  far  back  as  ISDQ,  and  passage  of  the  Siiennan  Antitrust  Art,  Congress  bias 
been  vitally  concerned  with  the  preservation  of  the  c ompt-t  i ti  vc-  structure  of 

'VlAfD  (Comptrol  lerl , Directorate  'it  !i 'rn;;a!.  ion  Opn  tions  , 1 OD 
Co'mpjnies  Receivinyj  the  Largest  Dollar  '.'oiu.'O  of  I'l  .curin'icn;  Contract 

^vardi;,"  FY  l‘972,  ppT,?;  “ 

■^Herbert  HovacK,  "Government  Procui  rn  i. u t .ib  a iieins  Iriiorcinj 
Social  Legislation",  presentation  to  ttie  qciiDuril  Contract  Management 
As'-cci  ation , Via  ^ h i ng  ton  , D.C.,  January  19,  197r,  p-?- 


the  economy.  It  is  the  policy  of  DoD  to  place  a fai)'  proportion  of  its 
total  purchases  and  contracts  for  supplies,  services,  and  research  and 
developnicnc  with  snail  Dusiness  concerns.  A rt:;:-;  arendneni  tc'''ci f i es  that 
snail  businesses  are  to  be  niven  assistance  to  enable  then  "to  unaer+ale 
and  obtain  the  benefits  ot"  resoarcfi  and  dc-vel Oi^ncr. i cc:n tracts,  a procure- 
ment area  that  accounts  for  about  half  of  all  Fod.-'al  activiti-^s  in  private 
business  and  industry  but  is  do..:  i na  u-d  tir.;  r',;Li  w/  ma,j')r  systems  contiact.sr 

Since  the  early  I'lbOs  the  DoD  has  pui  sutu  c.  proyram  of  assislaiice  in 
labor  surplus  areas  by  placing  defense  contracts  in  such  areas  wlien  it  can  be 
done  without  paying  premium  prices,  Tn.‘>  nn.ils  of  fir?  pronram  are  to  pre- 
serve; Pnow-how  and  skills  i.ecessary  to  fulfill  .lovernmc  nt  t c‘L,iii  rements , uti- 
lise manpower , promote  national  readiness,  and  disperse  essential  industries 
(thus  rendering  thei'i  less  vulnerable  to  air  attack)  by  broadening  the  indus- 
trial base.  The  labor  surolus  program  is  <■  prunram  that  supports  small  busi- 
mss.  In  general  terms,  a contract  is  ncyctiatod  with  the  firm  in  the  area 
ot  liighesl  unempl oy:'ienl . 

The  buy  American  Act  riassc.d  in  riAT  fosti  r . -ir..estic  t ree  roirpetitive 
eriterpri  ?u;-  by  im!;''.sin(j  various  restriction  c’,  tlic'  Federal  purchase  of 


supplies  of  foreign  onyin  and  fT'Ci.'.  for.'ign  s- .f: 
in  the  procurement  uf  supplies  and  sc''/i(.e., , .a';i 


Tlie  Art  .eq.jires  tl.at 
if'ipsti'.  source  riid 


i U’i!is  siiaH  be  aenuired  fur  public 
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A*  Lisles  ur 


^Bernard  S.  Wulernijn,  "biiidll  Busines.,  r.u  licii-  ! I iun  in  rodf?ral  Govei'n- 
inciit  Resc'o.'ch  and  neveloprient:  The  Govt'n.ns-nt  's.  r:.:tion,  ''(Pt:.0  disser- 

tation, George  Washiiiyton  University,  ll’ll,  jp  , A''. 
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materials  or  supplies  not  available  in  the  United  States  are  e^;empt. 

The  Buy  American  Act  also  applies  to  the  Balance  of  Payments  Pro- 
gram. The  magnitude  of  DoD  transactions,  that  require  dollar  expendi- 
tures on  foreign  markets,  make  it  essential  that  overseas  defense 
procurement  programs  be  continually  reviewed  and  carefully  managed; 
otherwise  they  may  have  adverse  effects  on  balance  of  payment  deficits. 
When  determining  whether  or  not  a foreign  source  will  be  awarded  a 
contract,  a 50  percent  evaluation  similar  to  that  specified  in  the  Buy 
American  Act  is  used;  that  is,  if  it  is  estimated  that  the  cost  of  a 
domestic  item  will  not  exceed  the  cost  of  the  foreign  item  by  more  than 
50  percent,  solici*-at1on  is  restricted  to  U.S.  end  products  and  ser- 

7 

vices. 

The  Federal  Government  has  tvra  methods  by  which  it  has  been  able  to 
affect  the  conditions  of  employment  of  the  American  working  force  and  to 
promote  achievement  of  certain  goals  of  a social  nature  — its  constitu- 
tional powers  to  regulate  interstate  commerce  and  the  considerable  power 
of  Federal  procurement.  A difference  in  the  means  used  by  the  government 
to  affect  a purpose  can  be  seen  between  that  of  the  Federal  Wage  and  Hour 
Law  and  the  Service  Contract  Act.  The  first  has  as  its  basis  the  federal 
power  to  regulate  interstate  commerce,  which  the  second  relies  on  the  eco- 
nomic power  of  contract  to  provide  minimum  wage  coverage  to  worker  in 


7doD  Directive  7060, J,  subj;  Depart, tent  of  Defense  Transactions  Entering 
the  International  Balance  of  Payments,  July  1,  1963,  3d  Amendment,  par.  II. 
ASPR  6-104.4,  6-804.1,6-806.1. 
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businesses  that  are  essentially  interstate. 

Weapons  acquisition  decisions  are  certainly  influenced  by  the  en- 
vironmental factors  of  procurement,  notwithstanding  pure  cost  considerations. 

A composite  of  the  pressures  of  this  environment  directly  affect  Armed 
Forces  procurement  activities.  These  activities  fall  into  one  of  eight 
broad  classes;  base  support,  supply  system  support,  area  support,  indus- 
trial support,  transportation  services,  construction,  research  and  develpp- 
ment,  and  weapons  acquisition.  Emphasis  in  this  research  project  is  on 
weapons  acquisition. 

Basic  Concepts  Applied  to  Managing  large  Scale. DoD  Systems 

There  are  essentially  nine  benchmarks  in  the  process  of  acquiring 
major  defense  weapon  systems;  identification  of  need,  the  conceptual 
effort,  the  program  initiation  decision,  the  validation  effort,  the 
full-scale  development  decision,  the  full-scale  development  effort,  the 
production  decision,  production  effort,  and  deployment. 

Initially,  the  technical,  military,  and  economic  basis  for  an  acqui- 
sition program  are  established  through  comprehensive  system  studies  and 
the  development  and  evaluation  of  experimental  hardware.  Next, 'there  is 
a decision  by  the  SECDEF,  by  means  of  a Decision  Coordination  Paper  (DCP) 
supported  by  the  DSARC,  to  validate  the  technical,  military,  and  economic 
effort-  During  the  validation  effort,  major  program  characteristics  are 
substantiated  through  extensive  analysis  and  hardware  development  by  con- 
tractors who  will  do  the  full-scale  develo|«nent.  A decision  by  the  SECDEF, 
supported  by  the  DSARC,  to  proceed  to  full-scale  development  is  usually  ex- 
pected If  the  earlier  predictions  of  program  characteristics  are  confirmed. 
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The  intended  result  of  the  full-scale  development  effort  is  a hardware 
model  and  documentation  needed  to  produce  the  system  for  inventory.  The 
production  decision  by  the  SECDEF,  supported  by  the  DSARC,  concerns  whether 
to  produce  the  item  for  operational  use,  the  initial  quantity  to  be  pro- 
duced, and  plans  for  future  production.  The  decision  to  produce  for  the 
inventory  is  normally  the  decision  to  deploy  the  system  to  operational 
units  and  put  into  service. 

Within  the  parameters  of  complex  constraints  and  pressures,  the 
DSARC  provides  the  medium  of  OSD  "check  & balance"  of  the  military  ser- 
vices responsibility  for  the  conduct  and  management  of  major  systems 
programs . 

Aligned  with  procurement  is  the  system  of  large  scale  management 
peculiar  to  the  DoD  process.  Of  this  total  system,  three  elements 
appear  to  have  significant  impact  on  major  weapons  procurement;  the 
DoD  components  influencing  decision  {particularly  DDR&E),  the  budge- 
tary process,  and  the  DoD  programming  system. 

The  position  of  ODR&E  was  created  by  the  DoD  Reorganization  Act  of 
1958  to  assist  the  SECDEF  in  effectively  directing  and  controlling  the 
overall  DoD  program  of  research  and  development.  DoD  Directive  5129.1, 
the  DDR&E  charter,  further  refined  and  expanded  DDR&E  functions  --  App- 
endix 0. 

Responsibilities  of  the  ODDR&E  are:  to  require  research,  development, 
test,  and  evaluation  of  weapons,  weapons  systems,  and  defense  material; 
to  approve,  modify,  or  disapprove  programs  and  projects  of  the  military 
departments  and  other  DoD  agencies  in  assigned  fields;  to  eliminate 
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unpromosing  or  unnecessarily  duplicating  programs;  and  to  initiate  or  support 
promising  projects  for  research  and  development  and  environmental  services. 
Assistant  directors  reporting  directly  to  the  OODR&E  have  broad  responsi- 
bilities in  specific  areas  that  cross  organization  lines.  These  areas 
include  system  acquisition  management  and  acquisition  policy.®  Figure  1 
depicts  the  current  organization  of  the  OoD. 
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Figure  1.  --  Organization,  Department  of  Defense 
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“Research  and  Development  in  the  Department  of  Defense,  A 
Management  Overview.  ODDRScE;  Washington,  D.C.,  May  1974. 
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In  the  budgetary  process,  funds  are  received  and  authorized 
annually  according  to  the  functional  activities  involved;  military 

9 

personnel,  procurement,  RDT&E,  etc.  Congress  appropriates  funds 
under  the  sixth  titles  shown  in  figure  2.  RDT&E  (Title  V)  is  further 
grouped  into  eight  budget  activities. 


Titles  of  the  Defense  Appropriation  Act 


1. 

Military  Sciences 

5.  Ships,  Small  Craft  and 
Related  Equipment 

2. 

Aircraft  and  Related 

6.  Ordnance,  Combat  Vehicles 

Equipment 

and  Related  Equipment 

3. 

Missiles  and  Related 
Equipment 

7.  Other  Equipment 

|4. 

Military  Astronautic  s and 

8,  Programwide  Management 

Related  Equipment 

and  Support 

Figure  2.  — The  budget 

There  are  four  RDT&E  appropriations  and  accounts  — Army,  Navy  (including 
Marine  Corps),  Air  Force,  and  Defense  Agencies. 


^National  Security  Management  --  Defense  Organization  and  Management 
ICAF,  Washington,  D.C.,  1967.  p.  182. 
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Budget  activities  within  the  RDT&E  appropriations  are  prescribed  for 
the  following  purposes;  submitting  budget  estimates,  submitting  appropri- 
ate requests,  accounting  for  financial  transactions  with  regard  to  the 
budget,  and  submitting  reports  on  accounts.  This  classification  is  oriented 
primarily  toward  equipment  types,  not  toward  missions  of  the  DoD. 

The  DoD  programming  system,  on  the  other  hand,  is  oriented  toward 
missions:  it  is  based  on  the  current  year  plus  5 years  for  funds  and 

the  current  year  plus  eight  years  for  forces.  This  system  enables  DoD 
to  coordinate  long-range  and  mid-range  planning  and  the  annual  budget 
process,  orient  top-level  planning  toward  major  defense  missions, 
conduct  cost  effectiveness  analysis  with  respect  to  alternative  force 
structures,  relate  the  impact  of  resources  to  the  output  of  military 
systems  and  material,  and  propose,  review  and  approve  or  reject  changes 
in  programs. 10 

The  programming  system  organizes  all  DoD  activities  into  11  depart- 
ment wide  programs  as  depicted  in  Figure  3, 

Each  major  program  is  subdivided  into  elements  whose  mission  charac- 
teristics are  closely  related;  for  example,  a weapons  system  may  entail 
development  of  a cannon,  a projectile,  and  a prime  mover.  The  comprehen- 
sive plan  that  is  the  outcome  of  the  programming  process  is  called  the 
Five  Year  Defense  Program  (FYDP)^^ 

Ibid,  pp. 178-1 79. 

11 


Ibid,  pp.  194-195 


Program  Structure 


I.  Strategic  Forces 

II.  General  Purpose  Forces 

in.  Intelligence  and 

C ommuni  c ati  on  s 

IV.  Airlift  and  Sealift 

V.  Guard  and  Reserve  Forces 

VI.  Research  and  Development 


VII.  Central  Supply  and 
Maintenance 

Vin.  Training,  Medical  and 
Other  General 
Personnel  Activities 

IX.  Auministration  and 

Associated  Activities 

X.  Support  of  Other  Nations 

XI,  Undistributed  Adjustments 


Relationship  Between  Program  and  Budget  Subdivisions 


Program  Subdivisions 


Budget  Subdivisions 


Program  Title 

Category 

Aggregation  Activity 

Element (Identical) Subactivity 

Project 
Task  Area 
Work  Unit 


Figure  3.  — The  DoD  programming  system 

The  DDRiE  has  the  responsibility  for  the  R&D  (Department  VI)  portion 
of  the  program  to  facilitate  .anning,  programming,  budgeting,  and 
managing  the  activities  for  which  he  is  responsible.  The  DDRSE  has 
divided  the  R&D  program  into  six  categories  as  shown  in  Figure  4. 
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Research  (6.1) 

Exploratory  Development  (6.2) 

Management  and 

Advanced  Development  (6.3)  Support  (6.5) 

Engineering  Development  (6.4) 

Operational  Systems  Development  (6.7) 

Figure  4,  — Structure  of  the  RDT&E  Program 

All  categories  except  operational  systems  development  are  divisions 
of  Program  VI,  (Figure  3),  R&D,  in  the  DoD  programming  system.  Opera- 
tional system  developments  are  included  in  Program  I,  Strategic 
Forceo;  in  Program  II,  General  Purpose  Forces;  in  Program  III, 

Intelligence  and  Communications;  or  in  Program  IV,  Airlift  and  Sealift. 

R&D  is  not  conducted  under  the  other  programs  shoMn  in  Figure  3.  The 
categories  of  Program  VI  are  subdivided  into  elements  6.1,  6.2,  6.3,  etc. 

Each  element  can  consist  of  RDT&E  projects;  each  may  be  one  project,  or 
it  may  be  a number  of  related  projects  in  a particular  field  of  R&D. 

Within  the  boundaries  of  the  OoD  budget  and  progranining  system  the 
OSARC  monitors  the  defense  systems  acquisistion  process.  Service  in- 
volven«nt  in  the  management  process  consists  primarily  of  the  responsi- 
bility of  the  military  services  to  procure  defense  systems  as  approved 
by  the  SECDEF.  To  do  this,  the  services  are  organized  with  specific 
commands  assigned  exact  functions.  The  Army  and  Navy  both  use  a materiel 
command  for  systans  acquisition.  The  Air  Force  assigns  the  research  and 
acquisition  function  to  the  Air  Forces  Systems  Comnand  and  the  logistical 
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function  to  the  Air  Force's  Logistics  Conmand.  The  primary  purpose 
cf  the  services'  materiel  acquisition  commands  is  to  develop,  procure, 
and  support  defense  systems 


1 7 

“•National  Security  Management  --  Procurement.  ICAF,  Washington 
D.C.,  1975.  pp.  45-48 
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III.  THE  DSARC:  FUNCTIONS  AND  PROCESS 

Introduction 

Initiation  of  the  OSARC  process  usually  begins  when  a service  informs 
OSD  that  it  is  ready  for  a DSARC  on  a particular  program;  however,  a 
DSARC  may  be  called  whenever  OSD  deems  it  necessary. 

There  are  certain  specified  decision  considerations  which  the 
services  must  address  in  some  detail.  These  items  are  obtained  through 
analysis  of  DoD  Directive  5000.1,  by  meeting  with  the  DSARC  principals, 
staffs,  and  from  formal  and  informal  memoranda.  In  practice,  and  as 
interpreted  from  DoD  Directive  5000.1,  all  services  attempt  to  speak  to  the 
issues  of  interest  to  the  DSARC. 

Establishing  Directives  and  Instructions 

OoD  Directive  5000.1  establishes  the  DoD  policy  on  acquisition 
management  of  major  defense  systems  which  forms  the  basis  for  the  asso- 
ciated decision-making  process.  One  of  its  principal  points  is  that  the 
services  are  responsible  for  the  conduct  and  management  of  major  systems 
programs  with  review  by  OSD  for  adherence  to  policies.  The  SECDEF  re- 
serves the  right  to  make  the  key  decisions  that  initiate  programs  or  in- 
crease program  commitments.  Accordingly,  tv/o  key  elements  emerge  as 
primary  to  this  management  plan  and  decision-making  process.  The  key 
elements  of  the  OoD  weapon  systems  acquisition  management  are  the  OCR 

1 3 

This  section  Is  essentially  constructed  around  the  command 
briefing  utilized  by  the  ODDR&E. 


and  the  DSARC.  This  combination  forms  the  apex  of  the  management  of  major 
weapon  systems  acquisition  programs.  Detailed  considerations  of  this  pro- 
cess are  contained  in  DoD  Instruction  5000.2,  the  DCP  and  the  DSARC  -- 
Appendix  E.  The  DCP  and  the  DSARC  are  used  in  support  of  the  SECDEF  de- 
cision-making process  in  accordance  with  DoD  Directive  5000.1. 

Supporting  DoD  Directive  5000.1  with  respect  to  the  DCP/DSARC  is 
OoO  Directive  5000.26,  the  DSARC  charter  — Appendix  F.  Also  supporting 
this  directive,  particularly  with  respect  to  the  DCP/DSARC  process,  is 
DoD  Directive  5000.3,  Test  and  Evaluation  --  Appendix  6 — , and  DoD 
Directive  5000.4,  OSD  Cost  Analysis  Improvement  Group  (CAI6)  — Appendix 
H.  Briefly,  5000.3  requires  that  the  DDR&E(T&E)  report  to  the  SECDEF  and 
to  DSARC  his  evaluation  of  program  test  results  and  proposed  test  plans  at 
each  DSARC  decision  review.  Because  of  intimate  alignment  with  DSARC  and 
the  influence  on  fiscal  aspects  of  procurement,  5000.4(CAI6)  is  addressed 
separately  in  the  next  section. 

Decision  Coordination  Paper 

The  DCP  is  a summary  document  that  provides  DoD  management  officials 
with  the  essential  information  about  a major  system  program.  The  DCP  in 
each  major  system  is  periodically  updated  as  the  program  advances  through 
the  critical  decision  points  in  its  life  cycle.  The  purpose  of  the  DCP  is 
to  assist  the  DSARC  as  it  supports  the  review  and  decision-making  process 
of  the  SECDEF  throughout  a program  life  cycle.  The  DCP,  when  signed  by  the 
SECDEF,  becomes  a contract  between  him  and  the  Secretary  of  the  military 
service. 
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The  Decision  Coordination  Paper  becomes  a very  complete  summary 
of  the  planned  program.  It  is  prepared,  or  revised,  at  the  start  of 
each  new  phase  of  the  acquisition  and  will  therefore  focus  on  the 
next  immediate  step.  Accordingly,  a DCP  prepared  to  initiate  a program 
will  place  heavy  emphasis  on  the  nature  of  the  program  and  program  des- 
cription addressing  cost  estimates  related  to  project  budget  limitations. 
As  the  program  progresses  the  content  of  the  DCP  will  change  with  brief 
revalidation  and  more  emphasis  on  such  aspects  as  contract  procurement, 
reliability  and  maintainability,  logistic  support,  etc.  While  the  DCP 
is  revised  at  the  start  of  each  phase  of  the  acquisition,  it  must  also 
be  revised  at  any  time  there  is  a significant  program  change  or  reorien- 
tation. There  is  a DCP  for  each  major  program.  The  content  of  the  DCP 
is  shown  in  Figure  5. 


Nature  of  Program 

- Need /Threat 
Program  Description 

- Cost,  Schedule,  Performance 

- Risks 

Alternative  Programs 

- Pros  and  Cons 
Cost  Effectiveness 

- Trade-offs 

Contract/ Procurement  Plan 

- Achievement  Milestones 

- Acquisition  Strategy 

- Contract  Plan 

- Production 


Management  (DoD /Contractor) 
Reliability  and  Maintainability 
Test  and  Evaluation 
Logistic  Support  Flan 
Environmental  Effects 
International  Aspects 
Security  Guidance 
Thresholds 

Recommendations  by  Signatories 

Svxmmarv  of  SECDEF  Decisions 
Over  Program  Life 

Resource  Annex 
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DSARC  Membership 

The  DSARC  membership.  Figure  6,  consists  of  the  DDR&E,  Assistant 
Secretaries  of  Defense,  (ASD),  Comptroller  (C);  Installations  and 
Logistics,  ASD  (I&L);  Program  Analysis  and  evaluation,  ASD  (PA&E); 
Intelligence,  ASD  (I):  and  the  Director  of  Telecommunications  and 
Command  and  Control  Systems  (DTACCS). 


MEMBERS 


DDRikE 
ASD(C) 

ASD(1&E) 

OTHER  KEY  PARTICIPANTS 


ASD(PA&E) 

ASD(I) 

DIR(TACCS) 


Service  Secretary 

Chairman  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 

Service  Military  Chief 

Deputy  DDR&tE  for  Test  and  Evaluation 

Chairman,  DoD  Cost  Analysis  Improvement  Group 

CHAIRMANSHIP 

DDR&E  For  Development  Decisions 

IgtL  For  Production  Decisions 

ASD(I)  or  DIR(TACCS) 

Co-Cha.ir  with  DDR&E  or 

ASD{I&L)  For  (1)/(TACCS)  Programs 

Figure  6.  --  DSARC  make-up 


The  DDR&E  serves  as  chairman  for  development  decision  meetings. 
The  ASD(I)  and  DTACCS  assume  chairmanship  for  the  DSARC  reviews 
of  programs  for  which  they  have  primary  responsibility.  The  Secre- 
tary of  the  sponsoring  services,  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  (JCS),  or  his  representative,  the  Deputy  DDR&E  (Test  and 


Evdl nation) , and  the  Chairman  of  ti.e  Cost  Ana‘'ysis  Iniprcvemeiit  Group 
(CAIG)  are  also  key  participants  in  D5ARC  reviews. 
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with  program  characteristics  including  risks,  and  the  preferred  program 
is  within  allowable  costs  considering  fiscal  year  phasing  of  funds  and 
funding  const^'aints  in  the  planned  projected  total  budget.  In  general, 
the  program  initiation  decision  point  should  occur  before  any  substantial 
expenditure  of  the  program  development  funds  and  before  any  feasible 
program  alternatives  have  been  foreclosed. 

Milestone  II  — Full  Scale  Development  Decision.  At  this  point 
the  SECDEF  will  consider  the  commitment  of  resources  to  do  full  scale 
engineering  development  or  to  detailed  design  of  the  system.  Primary 
concerns  at  this  decision  point  are  with  reaffirming  the  operational 
need  for  the  system  in  the  light  of  its  cost  and  projected  budgetary 
constraints,  the  adequacy  of  the  evaluation  of  alternative  approaches, 
the  readiness  of  the  system  to  enter  full  scale  engineering  development, 
the  adequacy  of  the  test  and  evaluation  results,  and  the  acquisition 
strategy  consistent  with  program  characteristics,  including  risks. 

Milestone  III  --  Production  Decision.  At  this  point  the  SECDEF 
will  consider  the  commitment  of  substantial  resources  to  the  production 
and  deployment  of  the  system.  Primary  concerns  at  this  point  are  with 
reaffirming  the  operational  need  for  the  system  in  light  of  its  cost  and 
projected  budgetary  constraints,  ensuring  the  proposed  quantity  is  con- 
sistent with  the  operational  needs  and  available  resources,  assessing  the 
readiness  of  the  system  to  enter  the  production  process,  evaluating  the 
readiness  of  the  production  process  to  build  the  system,  reviewing  the 
adequacy  of  the  logistics  support  plan,  and  obtaining  reassurances  that 


the  acquisition  strategy  and  contract  plan  are  consistent  with  the 
program  characteristics  and  risks. 

The  basic  DCP/DSARC  process  functions  in  terms  of  the  three  critical 
decision  points.  In  actual  operation  the  situation  may  well  require  sev- 
eral DSARC  reviews  for  each  transition  point.  For  example,  in  addition 
to  a Milestone  II  review  to  start  full  scale  development,  it  may  become 
necessary  to  procure  additional  deve  opment  models  to  continue  testing; 
a DSARC  IIA  will  be  held  to  consider  the  need  for  additional  models.  At 
the  production  decision  point  the  first  DSARC  III  review  may  consider 
only  the  release  of  long  lead  funds.  The  second  review  may  address  approval 
of  limited  production  where  later  DSARCs  may  consider  annual  buys.  The 
system  is  flexible  to  provide  for  these  program  variations. 

While  full  preparation  for  DSARC  is  essential  to  the  success  of  this 
management  system,  the  other  essential  part  of  the  process  is  the  post- 
DSARC  effort.  The  DSARC  makes  recommendations  to  the  SECDEF  for  final 
decision.  The  decision  is  forwarded  to  the  Service  Secretary  by  signa- 
ture of  the  revised  OCR  or  initially  by  an  action  memorandum  which  then 
must  be  reflected  into  the  SECDEF/ Service  Contract,  the  DCP.  Figure  8 
illustrates  the  DCP/DSARC  process. 

To  close  off  the  process,  there  is  one  additional  follow-on  action. 

This  is  to  assure  that  the  requirements  of  the  approved  DCP  are  properly 
reflected  in  the  Request  for  Proposals  CRFP)  and  subsequent  contracts 
the  services  make  with  indursty.  This  is  done  by  review  of  the  RFP  or 
the  proposed  contracts  on  a selected  basis. 


DSARC  Principals/Service  Principals  Interface 


I 


Figure  8 — DCP/DSARC  process 
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IV.  The  OSD  Cost  Analysis  Improvement  Group  (CAIG) 

Weapons  systems  acquisition  cost  growth  two  or  three  times  the 
original  baseline  estimates  was  a factor  leading  to  the  creation  of  the 
OSD  Cost  Analysis  Improvement  Group  (CAIG).  The  CAIG  function  is  to 
review  and  interpret  for  presentation  to  DSARC  principals,  project  ma- 
nagers, and  military  services  independent  cost  estimates  employing  tech- 
niques different  from  those  used  by  the  program  manager  in  making  his 
estimate  of  weapon  systems  costs. 

The  CAIG  has  published  a comprehensive  Operating  and  Support  Cost 
Development  Guide  for  Aircraft  Systems.  Similar  guides  for  other 
weapons  are  in  preparation.  In  addition,  the  CAIG  currently  is  active 
in  two  major  areas  to  improve  the  quality  of  DoD's  cost  data  base  and 
its  rapid  accessibility  to  analysts  throughout  the  military  services  and 
OSD. 

The  first  major  area  Involved  coordinating  the  review  with  the  issuance 
of  DpD  Instruction  7000.11,  Contractor  Cost  Data  Reporting  (CCDR).  The 
CCOR  reporting  system  expands  the  data  collection  to  ships,  tracked  vehicles, 
and  other  classes  of  weapons  and  identifies  specific  fixed  and  variable  elements 
of  indirect  cost.  The  second  major  area  involves  improving  the  efficiency  of 
the  DoD  cost  analysis  who  assess  and  utilizes  historical  data  — such  im- 
provement was  not  possible  when  this  data  was  kept  in  hard  copy  at  a few 
scattered  locations. 

Each  OSARC  member  is  represented  on  the  CAIG.  Also  represented  are  the 
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military  departments  cost  analysts  organizittons.  The  CftIG  has  made 
progress  toward  Its  primary  goal  of  improving  cost  estimating  and  analysis 
within  DoD.  Perhaps  one  of  its  material  accomplishments  is  that  the 
independent  estimate  and  CAIG  review  have  contributed  to  discourses  on 
cost  within  DoD  and  are  leading  to  a better  understanding  of  the  need 
for  realism  of  estimates 


^^Defense  Managenent  Journal,  the  CAIG.  Margolis,  January  1975, 

p.24. 


V.  THE  ARMY  SYSTEM 


One  of  the  significant  problans  in  preparing  for  a DSARC  review  is 
determining  how  to  address  the  issues  in  a manner  acceptable  to  the 
DSARC.  Within  the  Army  system,  this  approach  is  proposed  during  a pre- 
OSARC  review  called  the  “ASARC"  (Army  Systems  Acquisition  and  Review 
Council),  chaired  by  the  Vice  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army.  These  re- 
views reflect  the  initial  effort,  or  "tip  of  the  iceberg"  view  of  the 
complexity  involved  in  moving  through  the  DSARC  process. 

Program  levels  of  decision  for  systems  during  the  materiel  acqui- 
sition phase  are  established  by  regulation. Those  major  Army  systems 
subject  to  special  management  procedures  and  review  by  ASARC/DSARC  at 
specified  decision  points  are  shown  in  Figure  9.  Consolidated,  unclassi- 
fied listings  of  these  systems  are  published  quarterly  by  Headquarters, 
Department  of  the  Army. 

The  driving  influence  on  the  combat  development  process  is  derived 
primarily  from  three  sources:  the  Army  family  of  plans,  the  Army  Master 
study  Program,  and  the  Army  Long-Range  Technological  Forecast.  A combi- 
nation of  these  documents  influence  identification  of  major  weapon  systems 
to  be  developed  for  the  force  structure. 

^®AR  1000-1,  Basic  Policies  for  Systems  Acquisition  DA,  5 November 
1974;  AR  71-9,  Materiel  Objectives  and  Requirements,  7 February  1975. 

AR  1000-1  is  the  policy  statement  for  Amy  materiel  acquisition  on 
which  all  other  regulation  and  objective  is  based.  A copy  of  AR  1000-1 
is  attached  at  Appendix  I. 

AR  1-1,  Plans,  A>"my;  31  Oct  73.  The  family  of  plans  includes:  (Cont'd) 
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Decision  Level 

Title Short  Title ASARC  DSARC 


1.  Advanced  Attack  Helicopter 

2.  Advanced  Scout  Helicopter 

3.  Artillery  Locating  Radar 

4.  Automatic  Communications 

Central  Office 

5.  Cannon  Launched  Guided 

Projectiles 

6.  CH47  Modernization 

7.  HAWK  Improvement  Program 

(HIP) 

8.  Hell  borne  Fire  and  Forget 

Missile 

9.  Howitzer,  Towed,  155  MM 

10.  Man  Portable  Air  Defense 

System 

11.  Mechanized  Infantry  Combat 

Vehicle 

12.  MGM-52C  LANCE  MissUe 

System  (Non-Nuc  Whd 
LANCE) 

13.  NAVSTAR  - Global  Positioning 

System/Army  User  Equip- 
ment 

14.  Main  Battle  Tank 

15.  Pershing  II 

16.  Surface  to  Air  Missile 

Development 

17.  Tactical  Fire  Direction 

System 

18.  Tactical  Operations  System 

19.  Utility  Tactical  Transport 

Aircraft  System 

20.  U.S.  ROLAND 

21.  Vehicle  Rapid  Fire  Weapons 

System  Successor 

22.  VHF/FM  Portion  of  the  Single 

Channel  Tactical  Radio 
Communications  Subsystem 

23.  General  Support  Rocket  System 
(Expected  to  be  designated 

a major  system.  New 
entry) 


AAH 

X 

X 

ASH 

X 

X 

AN/TPS-37 

X 

X 

AN/TTC-39 

X 

X 

CLGP 

X 

X 

CH47  Mod 

X 

X 

Improved 

HAWK 

X 

X 

HELLFIRE 

X 

X 

XM198 

X 

X 

STINGER 

X 

X 

MICV 

X 

X 

LANCE 

X 

X 

NAVSTAR - 
GPS/AUE 

X 

X 

XMl 

X 

X 

PERSHING  li 

X 

X 

SAM-D 

X 

X 

T AC  FIRE 

X 

TOS 

X 

X 

UTTAS 

X 

X 

ROLAND 

X 

X 

VRFWS-S 

X 

X 

SINCGARS 

X 

X 

GSRS 

X 

X 

Figure  9. --Major  systems 
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The  Ar^y  process  for  developing  and  fielding  new  itens  of  equipment 
is  formalized  into  a management  model  called  the  Arniy  Life  Cycle  Sys- 
tem Management  Model  (LCSHM),  Figure  10. 

The  LCSW  is  a management  tool  used  as  a guide  in  the  acquisition 
of  new  equipment  --  major  or  non-major. The  model  outlines  the  pro- 
cedures for  acquisition  of  Army  systems  through  the  ultimate  phaseout 
and  disposal  of  the  system  from  inventory.  Note  that  the  model  has  four 
phases;  conceptual,  validation,  full-scale  development,  and  production 
and  deployment.  It  contains  119  events  with  the  ASARC/DSARC  reviews  oc- 
curring at  events  14,  42.  71  and  98.  The  LCSMM  is  a doctrine  model,  or 
guide, and  all  systems  therefore  do  not  follow  the  outline  exactly. 


16  (Cont*d) 

The  Army  Strategic  Appraisal  (ASA)  the  basic  document  for  threat 
analysis;  the  Army  Force  Guidance  (AF6)  for  developing  the  objective  force 
levels  and  resources  and  requirements;  the  Army  Force  Program  (AFP)  details 
the  Army  Force  structure  for  the  current  and  budget  year;  and  the  Army  Stra- 
tegic Capabilities  Plan  (ASCP)  for  the  employnent  and/or  support  of  Army 
Forces  in  the  short-range  period.  The  Army  Master  Study  Program  identifies 
current  and  approved  studies  originating  in  the  Army.  The  Long-Range 
Technological  Forecast  cites  advances  in  knowledge,  capability,  and  mater- 
iel that  technology  can  be  expected  to  produce  if  supported  by  R&D  resources 
during  the  next  20  years, 

17 

Department  of  the  Army  Pamphlet  No.  11-25,  Life  Cycle  System Jianage- 
ment  Model  for  Army  Systems,  May  1975.  A major  weaoons  system  is  distin-  • 
guished  from  a non-major  system  by  virtue  of  its  requirement  for  DSARC  re- 
view or  that  it  is  critically  important,  complicated,  expensive,  controversial, 
or  for  some  reason  should  involve  the  top  management  of  the  Army. 


9- 
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Each  system  is  unique  in  some  respect.  Management  procedures  will 
vary;  some  activities  will  be  bypassed  or  performed  concurrently, 
some  systems  may  enter  the  model  at  some  point  in  the  middle,  and 
every  major  system  may  not  continue  on  to  the  production  and  develop- 
ment phase. 

Note  that  in  the  validation,  full-scale  development,  and  produc- 
tion and  deployment  phases,  there  is  both  Operational  Testing  (OT)  and 
Development  Testing  (DT)  prescribed.  In  each  of  these  phases  there 
is  a repetitive  sequence  of  design,  prototype  construction,  test,  e- 
valuation,  and  decision.  With  each  iteration  of  this  sequence,  design 
comes  closer  to  a production  version  and  risks  should  hopefully  become 
significantly  less. 

All  RDT&E  and  acquisition  programs  are  guided  by  the  overall 
policies  and  procedures  of  AR  1000-1,  (Basic  Policies  for  Systems 
Acquisition,  DA\  ar  15-14  (ASARC  Procedures),  and  AR  70-1  (Army  Research, 
Development,  and  Acquisition).  This  includes  developmental  and  nondevelop- 
mental  programs  directed  toward  satisfying  materiel  and  non-materiel  re- 
quirements. Major  management  decisions  during  the  acquisition  cycle  are 
made  at  milestones  appropriate  to  a particular  program  and  constitute 
the  Materiel  Acquisition  Decision  Process  (MADP).  The  MADP  reviews  are 
a vital  part  of  the  decision  process.  These  reviews  serve  as  a forum 
to  surface  critical  Issues  that  must  be  resolved  before  decisions  can  be 
made.  The  system  acquisition  cycle  is  shown  in  Figure  11.  It  represents 
the  applied  process  of  the  LCSMM. 
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OT  1(11) (III)  - Operational  Test  I(II) 

PV  - Production  Validation 

ROC  - Required  Operational  Capability 

VAL  - Validation 

Program  Category: 

6.1  - Basic  research 

6.2  - Exploratory  development 

6.3A  - Advanced  development  (non-syi 
6.3B  - Advanced  development  (system] 
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Figure  11.  — System  acquisition  cycle 
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A new  AR  1000-1,  dated  this  year,  will  address  the  subject  of 
evolutionary  development  of  current  standard  equipment  versus  the 
initiation  of  totally  new  developmental  programs.  The  AR  will  state, 
"The  preferred  method  to  correct  inadequacies  in  already  developed 
systems  i:-  to  exploit  the  performance  growth  potential  Inherent  in 
the  system." 

The  Army  position  is  that  complexity  can  be  reduced  by  placing 
design  emphasis  on  reliability,  availability,  maintainability,  and 
reduction  of  total  life  cycle  costs.^® 


AR  702-3,  Anny  Materiel  Reliability,  Availability,  and 
Maintainability  (RAM),  22  March  1973 
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VI.  CASE  STUDIES 

In  recent  years  Anny  weapon  systems  have  continued  to  grow  both 
in  terms  of  sophistication  and  costs.  As  an  example,  the  M60A2  tank  ac- 
quisition costs  rose  approximately  500  percent  over  the  earlier  M60 
version.  In  the  current  environment  the  image  of  materiel  acquisition 
procedures  is  one  of  overly  complex  systems,  excessive  concurrency  of 
programs  with  duplicative  missions,  and  changing  requirements.  Whether 
this  image  is  deserved  or  not,  the  need  for  change  was  recognized  by 
DoD  and  the  services  and  the  process  has  recently  undergone  significant 
changes  to  improve  and  simplify  procedures. 

To  Illustrate  the  foregoing,  this  section  will  refer  to  four  Army 
systems.  Two  had  their  beginning  before  inception  of  the  DSARC  process 
and  two  generally  followed  the  DoO  and  Army  acquisition  cycle  as  we  vis- 
ualize it  today.  The  Advanced  Attack  Helicopter  (AAH)  and  the  Mechanized 
Infantry  Combat  Vehicle  (MICV)  are  generally  following  the  prescribed  cycle 
the  Armored  Reconnaissance  Scout  Vehicle  (ARSV)  and  the  3/4,  1-1/4  ton 
truck  acquisition  preceded  DSARC. 

The  Advanced  Attack  Helicopter^ ^ 

The  AAH  has  been  designed  as  a highly  mobile  aerial  anti-tank  weapon 
19 

Army  Research  and  Development,  Army  Readiness  Posture; 
Requirements  to  Meet  Foreseeable  Threat.  Hoffman,  March/April  1976. 
p.  23. 


-37- 


system  capable  of  fighting  and  surviving  in  a mid-intensity  environment 
and  to  provide,  for  the  first  time,  a night  and  adverse  weather  capability. 
Thus  far  two  contractor  prototypes  cumulatively  have  over  100  flight-test 
hours . 

Both  aircraft  have  generally  performed  well;  some  technical  problems 
have  been  encountered  and  solved.  The  solutions  to  these  problems  and 
associated  program  adjustments  directed  by  05ARC  principles  based  on 
other  DSARC  subsystems  --  specifically,  substituting  the  Hellfire 
Missle  for  the  TOW  Missle  in  the  Target  Acquisition  Detecting  System  -- 
materially  increased  original  estimates  and  necessitated  an  Army  re- 
progranroing  request  for  $14.6  million  for  FY  1976. 

With  these  funds  it  is  estimated  that  the  prototypes  can  be  brought 
to  sufficient  maturity  for  the  conduct  of  the  government  competitive 
tests.  Total  program  costs,  including  inflation  are  estimated  to  be 
at  $551  million  for  R&D  and  $2,330  million  for  procurement. 

The  system  is  currently  in  the  validation  phase  and  is  pending  a 
DSARC  Milestone  II  review  this  calendar  year. 

The  Mechanized  Infantry  Combat  Vehicle  (MICV)^^ 

The  MICV  has  been  designated  to  provide  significantly  improved 
mobility,  firepower,  and  armor  protection.  This  vehicle  will  permit 
infantry  to  fight  while  mounted  and  protected.  Total  program  costs. 


including  inflation,  are  estimated  at  $93  million  for  R&D  and  $644 
million  for  procurement. 

A low-rate  initial  production  contract  is  planned  to  be  awarded  in 
October  1977,  with  deliveries  starting  in  January  1979.  Developmental 
testing  commenced  in  September  1975  and  has  been  progressing  satisfactor- 
ily except  for  technical  difficulties  with  the  transmission. 

A backup  transmission  program  has  been  initiated  and,  to  insure 
the  fielding  of  a vehicle  meeting  all  of  the  requirements,  additional 
time  has  been  added  to  the  test  program.  Total  time  lost  in  the  program 
is  estimated  to  be  eight  months. 

The  Armored  Reconnaissance  Scout  Vehicle  (arsviZI 

After  spending  more  than  $30  million  on  R&D  and  requesting  $25 
million  for  procurement  of  35  vehicles  in  the  FY  1975  budget,  the 
Army  terminated  its  ARSV  program. 

ARSV  began  as  an  international  project  in  1965  but  the  multi- 
national program  foundered.  At  about  the  same  time,  the  Army  embarked 
on  its  own  program  to  replace  the  Ml 14  armored  personnel  carrier;  how- 
ever, within  the  Army  there  were  divergent  views  on  what  an  ARSV  should 
be.  Nevertheless,  the  program  began  in  December  1966  when  a parametric 
design  cost-effectiveness  study  was  approved  by  the  SECDEF. 


^^Armed  Forces  Journal  International,  Scout  Bites  the  Dust. 
Hayes,  October  1974.  pp. 29,30. 
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Innurnerable  reviews  and  assessments  were  made  on  the  proposed 
program  at  all  levels  within  DoD.  Finally,  the  request  for  proposal 
was  issued  in  October  1971,  six  years  after  the  establishment  of  a 
program  manager  to  direct  the  project.  From  that  point,  the  program 
progressed  and  design,  prototype  fabrication,  and  initial  testing 
ensued.  In  January  1974,  thArmy,  unanimously  repeated  previous 
convictions  that  the  ASRV  as  currently  envisioned  was  unacceptable  and 
should  be  stopped.  Contracts  expired  in  1974. 

Ever  changing  technical  requirements  and  divergence  of  opinion 
clouded  determination  of  the  need  for  an  ARSV,  possibly,  a solid 
requirement  for  the  systan  was  never  demonstrated.  This  system,  of 
course,  was  ongoing  before  refinements  ^\the  acquisition  process 
and  monitorship  by  DSARC.  Currently,  the  Awy  has  a program  to 
evaluate  a Scout  vehicle;  however,  the  earliest  production  models  may 
not  arrive  in  the  system  before  1980. 

The  3/4,  1-1/4  ton  Vehicle  Acquisition^^  I 

The  story  of  the  Army's  acquisition  of  trucks  the  3/4  ton  and 
1-1/4  ton  size  is  interesting,  because  events  "have  gone  full  circle" 
from  procurement  of  militarized  coinnercial  vehicles’ to  highly  specialized 
Army  developed  designs  and  back  to  procurement  of  conmercial  vehicles. 
This  situation  began  In  World  War  II  when  the  Armed  Forces  were  equipped 

U.S.  Army  Command  and  General  Staff  College,  the  Materiel 
Acquisition  Process:  Case  Study,  the  TRADUCK.  1975-1976 
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with  thousands  of  3/4  ton  weapons  carriers  manufactured  by  Chrysler, 
the  sole  source. 

Two  subsequent  events  significantly  affected  the  future  of  truck 
procurement  in  the  Army.  One  was  the  MOVER  study,  and  the  second  was 
strong  Congressional  pressure  to  cease  sole  source  procurement. 

The  MOVER  study  (1961)  attempted  to  determine  Army  tactical  vehicle 
needs  for  the  1970  time  frame.  The  study  concluded  that  the  3/4  ton 
series  should  be  replaced  with  1-1/4  ton  trucks  and  that  the  1-1/4  ton 
mission  could  be  satisfied  by  two  vehicles:  a highly  mob  le  truck  for 
use  in  the  combat  brigade  area  and  a less  expensive,  less  conplex  vehicle 
to  operate  in  the  rear  areas.  Top  priority  was  given  to  a high  mobility 
truck,  the  Gama  Goat.  Release  for  Troop  evaluation  cf  the  Gama  Goat 
met  with  DSARC  approval  in  May  1971. 

The  other  vehicle:  Congress  finally  forced  the  Army  to  stop  buying 
the  3/4  ton  sole  source  vehicle  from  Chrysler,  but  not  before  a successor 
vehicle  was  designed  and  developed.  Unfortunately,  at  this  time,  there 
was  a rapid  build  up  in  Southeast  Asia.  In  order  to  fill  high-priority 
requirements  for  3/4  ton  vehicles,  it  was  necessary  to  buy  a cwnn«rcial 
item  to  replace  military  vehicles  in  CONUS  and  Europe,  vdiich  were  then 
issued  to  units  in  Vietnam. 

A study  called  WHEELS  was  cpmpleted  in  1972.  WHEELS  decreed  that 
there  was  a place  in  tactical  units  for  cownercial  vehicles  and  that 
procurement  of  a 1-1/4  ton  vehicle  should  be  undertaken.  The  concept  in 
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this  acquisition  was  that  there  would  be  no  capability  testing,  no 
design  development  effort;  this  shortened  procedure  would  allow  the 
Army  to  save  a considerable  amount  of  RDT&E  funds.  The  new  truck  will 
be  called  the  M861  and  will  be  a Dodge  pickup  truck,  militarized  — 
back  to  Chrysler.  The  demonstrated  marketability  of  the  trucks  will 
be  accepted  as  proof  of  suitability.  The  vihicle,  is  expected  to 
have  a life  in  the  inventory  of  seven  years  and  then  will  be  “traded-in". 
The  winning  Chrysler  bid  was  $3885  per  vehicle.  Unlike  the  Gama  Goat, 
neither  the  RDT&E  nor  the  production  costs  qualify  this  acquisition 
item  as  a major  systein  for  DSARC  review. 

The  Army  has  not  fared  too  well  in  its  a tempt  to  procure  1-1/4 
ton  trucks  to  replace  the  3/4  ton.  Why  has  the  Army  had  problems 
with  such  a simple  item  as  a truck?  Like  the  ARSV,  and  unlike  the 
AAH  and  the  HICV,  the  answer,  in  general,  is  probably  the  determination 
of  a military  need. 
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VII.  PERSPECTIVES  AND  POSTSCRIPT 

Laird-Packard  Era 

DEPSECDEF  David  Packard  was  the  orchestrator  of  the  DoD  acquisition 
review  for  major  weapon  systems  as  we  know  the  process  today.  His 
initial  intent  in  changing  policies  and  modifiying  the  systems  review 
process  was  not  to  manage  programs,  but  was  to  ...  make  sure  the  im- 
proved procedures  were  in  fact  being  applied  to  each  major  project  at 
all  stages  and  to  assure  that  programs  were  ready  to  move  into  produc- 
tion in  the  next  stage  of  development. 23 

Before  the  Laird/ Packard  team  assumed  management  of  the  OSD  in  1969, 
there  was  no  doubt  about  the  need  for  improvement.  During  remarks  at  the 
Defense  Systems  Management  School  at  Ft  Bel  voir,  3 August  1971,  DEPSECDEF 
Packard  consnented  on  the  assessments  he  had  made  as  he  sought  ways  to 
improve  the  management  of  DoD  development  and  procurement  programs: 

"...As  we  reviewed  program  after  program...,  it  wa.s  almost  impossible 
to  find  a major  program  that  was  not  in  trouble.  All  behind  schedule, 
although  in  most  cases  this  was  because  impossible  schedt^^had  been  set 
at  the  beginning  of  the  program.  All  showed  large  cost  growths  and  again, 
in  many  cases,  this  was  because  unrealistic  cost  targets  had  ^n  set  or  be- 
cause the  services  had  accepted  "buy-ins"  by  the  contractors.^^  This  was  a 

^ ^ " Farewell " , Report  of  Former  DEPSECDEF  David  Packard  on  Defense 
Management  Problems,  7 August  1972. 

^^A  "buy-in"  is  an  undesirable  technique  occasionally  attempted  by 
bidders  whereby  the  price  quoted  Is  intentionally  much  lower  than  the 
fair  market  price.  The  bidder  expects  to  be  awarded  the  contract  and 
to  recoup  the  losses  that  would  result  from  the  low  price  he  bids  by 
later  obtaining  changes  to  the  contract  and/or  trim  profits  on  a second 
contract  award. 


shocking  experience  for  me  — case  after  case  of  just  plain  poor  mana- 
gement by  the  largest  department  of  the  government  and  by  well  known 
and  large  firms  in  the  industry.  The  Congress  and  the  public  were 
critical  of  this  gross  mismanagement  of  this  country's  resources  and 
talent.  And  well  they  should  have  been.  As  we  sought  to  discover 
reasons  for  this  dismal  performance  and  to  find  ways  for  iti^rovement, 
several  conclusions  came  to  the  surface.  One  conclusion  was  that  if  we 
wanted  better  management  of  these  important  programs,  we  must  have 
better  managers  in  charge.  The  so-called  'system*--  the  attitudes  and 
practices  that  had  been  developed  and  were  condoned  over  the  years  — had 
a great  deal  to  do  with  the  situation.  But,  given  that  all  of  the  other 
factors  could  be  corrected,  it  was  clear  to  me  that  putting  better  managers 
in  charge  would  do  more  to  bring  about  improvement  than  anything  else." 

Cost  escalation  in  military  procurement  is  not  a new  problem.  It 
becomes  a special  problem  when  costs  escalate  in  the  magnitude  of  millions 
or  billions  of  dollars.  A General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  report, 
cites  increased  costs  of  $31.5  billion  in  DoD  acquisition  of  45  major 
systems,  or  a 39  per  cent  increase  over  planning  estimates  and  a 20  per 
cent  increase  over  estimates  made  during  the  development  phase. 


25 

U.S.  General  Accounting  Office,  Cost  Growth  in.Major  Weapon 
Systems,  Washington,  1973,  pp  1-29;  passim  45-47. 

^^Among  the  systens  cited  having  major  cost  overruns  were  the  C-5A, 
F-111  and  F-14  aircraft,  the  M-60  tank,  Poseidon  sutwarines,  and  Minute- 
man  missiles.  In  a comparison  of  the  current  generation  of  several  major 
systems  with  the  preceeding  generation,  the  report  showed  the  successor 
system  cost  from  two  to  six  times  more  than  its  predecessor.  Causes  of 
cost  changes,  according  to  the  GAO  report,  can  be  attributed  to  inflation, 
30  percent;  estimating  errors,  25  percent;  and  changes  in  requirements 
ordered  by  the  military,  45  percent. 


This  was  the  situation  encountered  by  the  Laird/Packard  team  which 
generated  ensuing  legislation  intended  to  halt  the  phenomenal  rise  in  costs 
of  weapons.  To  reduce  the  probelm  of  cost  escalation  the  GAO  report 
recommended  that  the  DoD  determine  more  precisely  what  the  requirements  for 
each  weapon  were  and  how  much  was  to  be  spent,  improve  its  capabilities 
to  estimate  the  cost  of  weapons,  continue  to  upgrade  the  competence 
of  program  managers  and  specialists,  and  improve  the  planning  for  main- 
tenance of  the  development  and  production  base....  The  report  noted 
indications  that  improvements  in  the  acquisition  process  are  having 
some  effect.  However,  greater  efforts  are  required;  to  apply  parametric 
and  other  cost  estimating  techniques,  to  follow  a more  competitive 
approach  until  system  definition  has  been  completed,  and  to  structure 
programs  so  that  better  use  can  be  made  of  incentive  awards  for 
specific  phases. 

Solutions  to  Cost  Problems 

The  solution  to  cost  escalation  would  seem  to  be  in  two  parts. 

Defense  managers  must  devise  accurate  estimating  procedures  and  develop 
realistic  procurement  policies.  Industry,  for  its  part,  must  perform 
within  defined  costs  and  schedules.  The  two  areas  thav  appear  to  sur- 
face in  the  Packard  talks  and  the  GAO  report  are  improved  management  and 
improved  cost  control . 

Sppportlng  these  areas,  in  part,  was  the  formalization  of  the  OSD 
CAI6  in  June  1973  — discussed  in  Section  IV.  To  further  address  and 
refine  these  areas  of  needed  improvement,  DoD  issued  three  directives; 

OoD  Directive  5000.23,  Systans  Acquisition  Management  Careers  — Appendix 
J— , DoD  Directive  5160.55,  Defense  Systems  Management  School (DSMS)-- 
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Appendix  K--,  and  DoD  Directive  60C0.28,  Design  to  Cost  — Appendix  L. 
Briefly,  5000.23  tasks  the  service  with  the  selection,  training,  and 
personnel  management  of  a cadre  of  military  and  civilian  personnel 
adequate  to  meet  future  needs  for  leadership  in  systems  acquisition 
management. 

Similarly,  5160.55  prescribes  advanced  courses  of  study  that  will 
prepare  selected  military  officers  and  civilian  personnel  for  assign- 
ment in  program/ project  management.  The  DSMS  assembles  and  di semi  nates 
information  concerning  new  methods  and  practices  in  management,  and 
conducts  research  in  concepts  and  methods  as  required  to  support  its 
primary  mission.  The  OSMb  reports  to  a Policy  Guidance  Council  chaired 
by  DDR&E. 

Design  to  Cost,  5000.28,  evolved  as  a fundamental  and  flexible 
approach  to  programs:  It  is  a central  management  tool  and  a communica- 
tion channel  between  DoD  and  industry.  It  establishes  cost  as  a para- 
meter equal  in  importance  with  technical  requirements  and  schedules. 

The  parametric  values  establish  cost  elements  management  goals  and 
are  included  in  the  DCP  and  submitted  as  pan  f the  normal  DSARC 
review. 

Authority  of  the  SECDEF 

One  basic  theme  has  highlighted  the  development  of  the  acquisition 
process  since  1947;  the  clarification  and  strengthening  of  the  authority 
of  the  SECDEF  over  the  entire  structure  of  weapons  procurement  in  order 
to  achieve  centralized  direction  and  execution  of  the  decisionmaking 
process.  The  process  ;ias  been  evolutionary,  and  has  sought  to  combine 
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centralization  of  authority  in  the  SECDEF  with  the  substantial  retention 
of  traditional  service  responsibilities  in  support  of  equipping  the  force 
structure  with  necessary  weaponry.  The  management  principle  of  central- 
ized direction  and  decentralized  operations  seems  to  pervade  the  system. 
Figure  12,  extracted  from  a DDR&E  command  briefing  chart,  partially  illus- 
trates this  idea  and  further  shows  the  increased  OSD  management  functions 
in  the  decade  of  the  1970‘s. 
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Figure  1E.--OSD  management  functions 


Change  in  Emphasis 

These  developments  relating  to  improved  acquisition  are  indicative  of 
the  direction  in  which  DSARC  has  been  moving.  Analysis  of  needs,  study 
of  the  environment  in  which  these  needs  must  be  met,  affordability  con- 
siderations, and  development  of  policies  consistent  with  force  objectives 
Influenced  the  progression  of  DSARC  emphasis  as  shown  in  Figure  13. 


ACQUISITION  MANAGEMENT 
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Milestones  (Achievement  Determines  Schedule) 
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Figure  13. --Progression  of  DSARC  emphasis 

History 

To  date,  about  81  DCPs  have  been  approved  with  an  additional  28  in 
preparation.  There  have  been  about  170  formal  DSARC  reviews  and  countless 
other  informal  encounters  between  DoD  components  and  OSD  staff  members 
essentially  for  the  purpose  of  resolving  pre-DSARC  considerations  in  pre- 
paration for  the  formal  review.  Figure  14  depicts  the  DSARC  historical  trends. 
Recently,  the  process  has  been  averaging  between  20  to  30  reviews  a year. 
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Figure  14  DSARC  History 


DSARC  Goals  and  Accomplishments 

A review  of  past  efforts  causes  one  to  wonder  how  many  good 
conceptual  strategies  have  been  discredited  because  of  farUire  of 
communications  in  the  initial  life  cycle  juncture  of  systems.  In 
1972,  Senator  J.  C.  Stennis,  Chairman,  Senate  At^oed  Services  Coirmittee, 
stated  that  thsfi'  vms  a.  need  to  undors^'and  underlying  problems  of  the 
weapons  systems  acqui si tion- process . A 1972  Report  of  the  Comnission 
on  government  procurement  concluded  that  too  ir,any  past  attempts  to 
improve  systems  acquisition  mistakenly  addressed  symptomatic  problems 
on  a piecemeal  basis.  In  this  light,  has  DSARC  attained  its  objectives 
and  what  good  has  the  DSAPX  done? 

At  the  least,  it  is  a process  well  thought  oiit  and  indeed  involves 
a sound  concept;  it  is  a step  in  the  right  direction  that  filled  an 
identifiable  void  in  the  acquisition  process;  in  today's  budget  environ- 
ment, DSARC  has  encouraged  all  organi,.ati'jns  involved  in  weapon  systems 
management  to  pool  their  knowledge  to  reduce  costs. 

in  practice  and  process,  the  DSARC  implementation  of  directives 
and  instructions  vdiich  imply  corporate  level  macro-management  has  tended 
toward  cyclic  dialogue  at  the  micro -management  level.  Notwithstanding 
tliis  form  of  procrastination,  how  effoctivc  would  the  process  be  without 
the  DSARC?  If  one  compares  :;Mlitary  weapons  acquisition  to  civil  pro- 
jects such  as  the  Kennedy  Ccnler,  Notion  = 'l  Dam  Projects,  tlic  Rayburn 
Building,  etc.,  tlie  civil  cost  ovf.'r-runs  cerUinly  prM'ti'ay  D3ARC  as 
effective.  Periiops  an  in-houso  meas'irc  oi  '.tfecti venos;;  are  the 
Congressional  Delected  Acquiritior  Repo'-t'  '.C'  ':)  whir*  have  I’cen 


-50- 


27 

reflecting  a recent  downtrend  In  cost  control  growth. 

With  respect  to  Congress,  one  of  the  salient  accomplishments  of  the 
DSARC  is  "it  gets  it  all  together"  and  acts  as  a buffer  for  DoD  components. 
DSARC  Future  Refinements 

What  can  be  done  to  further  improve  the  DSARC  system?  The  advocacy 
of  more  efficient  practices  has  been  tradition  prior  to  the  inception  of 
DSARC.  Efforts  have  been  made  to  identify  and  eliminate  the  causes  of 
inefficiency,  but  such  efforts  have  ordinarily  been  directed  at  refining 
management  procedures  and  exercising  better  control  over  activities. 
Accordingly,  Circular  No.  A-109,  5 April  1976,  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget,  subject:  Major  Systems  Acquisition  — Appendix  M — imposed  an 
additional  key  decision  (Milestone  0)  point  by  the  SECDEF  in  the  DSARC 
review  process*  Figure  15  . This  front  end  loading  of  the  review  process 

may  become  an  obstacle  to  the  embryonic  stage  in  the  life  cycle  of  an 
essential  system. 

DoD  Directive  5000.30,  Acquisition  Executive  — Appendix  N --  compels 
change  in  the  management  structure  by  requiring  agencies  that  acquire 
major  systems  to  appoint  permanent  acquisition  executives  to  the  DSARC 
with  the  DEPSECDEF  intended  to  chair  the  council. 


71 

Congressional  SARs  are  standard,  comprehensive,  summary  status  re- 
ports on  major  defense  systems  as  defined  in  DoD  Directive  5000.1  prepared 
by  DoD  components  quarterly  and  submitted  tp  OSD  for  transmission  to  the 
Congress  and  other  governmental  agencies.  They  are  usually  limited  to 
those  defense  systems  which  have  DSARC  II  approval  and  are  estimated  in  the 
FYDP.  DoD  Instruction  7000. 3,  23  Sep  73,  addresses  SARs  in  detail. 


-51- 


Need  Approval  Decision 

Figure  15.--DSARC  process:  Front  end  structure 

For  many  years,  DoD  has  developed  expensive  weapons  systems  without 
fully  consulting  with  the  people  who  must  provide  logistical  support  for 
the  service  end  item.  There  may  be  a need  for  an  improved  audit  trail  to 
provide  "feed-back"  well  into  the  future  for  major  systems,  a view  ex- 
pressed by  Mr.  George  W.  Southerland,  ODDR&E.  He  cited,  as  an  example 
of  desirable  feedback  the  C-141  "stretch"  program  which  will  involve  the 
DSARC  decision  process  for  a prototype  major  modification  probably  as  a 
Milestone  U juncture.  Certainly,  performance  and  cost  data  from  the 
field  should  influence  a DSARC  determination  to  change  or  replace  an 
existing  system.  Perhaps  for  each  major  system,  some  form  of  DCP  should 
follow  the  item  for  5 to  10  years,  requiring  feed-back  in  order  to  com- 
pare intended  with  historic  performance  in  areas  of  training,  operational 
performance,  cost  factors,  etc. 
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To  close  out  this  research.  It  seems  appropriate  to  paraphrase  a 

pQ 

comment  expressed  by  Mr.  Larry  8trk.  He  feels  that  the  people  who  must 
implement  the  defense  major  weapon  systems  acquisition  process  are  aware 
of  the  shortcomings  in  the  system  and  are  willing  to  correct  the  systems 
weaknesses.  For  our  particular  type  of  bureaucratic  acquisition  process 
his  view  is  certainly  encouraging.  The  U.S.,  after  all.  has  oroduced  fine 
weapons  with  which  to  defend  the  nation. 

The  future  challenge  of  DSARC  viability  and  the  effectiveness  of  the 
service  acquisition  efforts  is  indeed  to  be  able  to  develop,  improve,  and 
modify  weapons  systems  to  meet  our  changing  needs,  at  acceptable  cost. 


^®Mr  Birk  is  the  Project  Management  Specialist  CArmy).  Director  of 
Executive  Management,  Defense  Systems  Management  Center,  Ft.  Belvoir,  VA. 
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VIII.  SUMMARY 

The  system  acquisition  policies  set  forth  in  DoD  Directive  5000.1 
seem  to  be  sound  management  principles.  The  real  strength  of  these 
policies  appears  to  lie  in  the  DSARC  review  process.  It  starts  early 
to  identify  key  issues.  The  DSARC  meeting  becomes  the  culmination  of 
effort,  a final  review  by  the  principals  where  the  program  information 
at  hand  provides  a full  and  valid  basis  for  recommendations  to  the 
SECDEF. 

The  DSARC  provides  the  means  for  a coordinated  effort  to  solve  the 
problems  of  defense  systems  acquisition.  During  the  review,  the  system 
project  manager  from  the  militray  service  brings  his  analysis  of  pro- 
gram considerations  to  the  attention  of  the  DSARC  principals  in  a 30-45 
minute  presentation.  A period  of  discussion  follows  in  which  the  DSARC 
p;  ;cipals  ask  further  questions  or  present  their  own  arguments  for  con- 
sideration by  other  members  of  DSARC.  The  project  manager  must  provide 
the  DSARC  with  information  regarding  his  program  to  show  that  a requirement 
exists,  the  best  possible  procedures  have  been  utilized  to  evaluate 
alternative  courses  of  action,  and  implementation  has  been  carefully 
planned.  Finally,  after  all  information  has  been  presented  and  analyzed, 
a recommendation  which  will  significantly  affect  the  services  program  is 
submitted  by  the  DSARC  to  the  DEPSEC.^® 

29 

This  information  obtained  in  discussion  with  Mr  E.  J.  Nucci,  former 
Executive  Secretary  DSARC:  foncon  2 June  1976. 
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AffEMDIX  A 


THE  DEFUTT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
U««hlnseon,  C.  20301 

30  May  1969 


(Copy) 

MEMORANSi'M  FOR  SECRETARIES  OF  THE  MILITARY  DEPARTMENTS 

DIRECTOR,  DEFENSE  RESEARCH  AND  ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
(COMPTROLLER) 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
(INSTALLATIONS  AND  LOGISTICS) 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
(SYSTEMS  analysis) 

SUBJECT:  E^tabllshiaent  of  a Dafcoae  SyatcBB 

Acqulalelon  Review  Council 

I have  been  reviewing  for  soiae  else  current  practices  within 
the  Deparcaent  of  Defense  for  the  aciiulsltiou  of  najor  sya- 
tens.  Hy  rcvlev  Uaa  highlighted  the  Importance  of  our 
organieaelon  and  practices  for  accomplishing  this  management 
Job.  The  primary  rcsponslhlllty  for  the  acquisition  and 
management  of  our  major  systems  must  rest  with  the  individual 
Services.  Within  each  Service,  this  responsibility  is 
focused  in  the  Project  Manager.  Recognizing  the  Service 
reeponslblllcy , 1 em,  et  the  same  time,  most  anxious  of  ln> 
suring,  before  we  approve  transitioning  through  the  critical 
milestones  of  the  acquisition  of  a major  system,  that  all 
facets  of  the  acquisition  process  are  properly  considered. 


Toward  this 
cion  Review 
Defense,  to 
major  system 
life  cycle. 
Developnest 
a formal  DOD 
acquisition 
Che  status  o 
points:  Fir 

initiate  Con 
when  it  Is  d 
scale  develo 
Cion  from  de 


end,  X am  establishing  a Dafonsc  Systems  Acqulsl- 
Council  (DSARC)  within  the  Office,  Secretary  of 
advise  me  of  Che  status  and  readiness  of  each 
to  proceed  to  the  next  phase  of  effort  in  its 
The  Council  will  serve  to  complement  the 
Concept  Paper  (DCF)  system,  which  continues  as 
management  and  decision-making  system  for  the 
of  major  systems.  The  Council  will  evaluate 
f each  candidate  system  at  three  basic  milestone 
St,  when  the  sponsoring  Service  desires  to 
tract  Definition  (or  equivalent  effort),  second, 
eslrcd  Co  go  from  Contract  Definition  to  full 
pment;  and  third,  when  It  is  desired  to  cransi- 
velopment  to  production  for  Service  deployment. 


The  functions  of  the  Council  are  separate  from  and  do  not 
encompass  the  management  reviews  of  major  systems  which  I 
have  previously  requested  and  which  are  being  conducted  by 
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DDR&C  with  assistance  fcoa  ASD(1&L)  and  ASfi(Coap^) . These 
rovlewe  are  focused  on  the  nenagenent  of  the  aysten  whereas 
the  DSARC  reviews  will  cover  all  issues,  program  thresholds 
and  ocher  matters  normally  created  In  DCP's*  Also,  the 
management  reviews  will  normally  be  held  only  once  on  each 
major  system;  whereas  Che  DSARC  reviews,  which  are  based 
on  program  mllcsCoucs,  will  be  normally  conducted  three  or 
more  times  during  the  acquieition  cycle  of  a particular 
system. 

The  uemborship  of  the  Council  will  Include  DDRiE,  ASD(X&L), 
ASU(C),  and  ASD<SA) . For  the  first  two  milestone  reviews, 
that  is,  prior  to  entry  into  contract  definition  and  prior 
to  entry  into  full  scale  development,  the  Council  will  bo 
chaired  by  the  DDRIE.  For  the  third  review,  related  to 
the  transition  from  development  to  production,  the  Council 
will  be  chaired  by  the  ASD(IEL). 

I am  initially  defining  major  systems,  which  will  be  subject 
tj  Council  reviews,  to  include  (1)  those  for  which  fisvslop- 
ment  Concept  Papers  are  required;  and  (2)  those . specif Ically 
designated  by  me  for  review  and  evaluation,  a tentative 
charter  for  the  Council  is  attached  as  an  enclosure.  I 
desire  that  the  DOR&E  and  ASDd&L),  within  the  next  30  days 
Jointly  prepare  the  necessary  procedures  end  take  the 
necessary  administrative  actions  to  iupleaent  the  Council 
charter  > 

1 believe  the  Council  operation  will  result  in  improved 
management  and  will  augment  the  deciston^ssking  process 
within  the  Department  of  Defense,  1 cannot  over>cmphasl  i 
the  need  for  complete  interface  throughout  the  Oepartmen 
In  the  system  acquisition  process. 


/s/  DAVID  PACKARD 


Enclosure 

a/s 
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Ocfense  Svatena  Acquisition  Review  Council 


1.  Purpose 

This  charter  prescribes  tee  nlsslcn,  functions!  composi- 
tion, authority  and  responsibility,  and  administration 
of  the  Defense  Systems  Acquisition  Keviev  Council 
(DSAKC) . 

2.  Mission 


The  mission  of  the  DSARC  Is  to  reviev  major  and  impot- 
tant  Depiirtnent  of  Defense  system  acquisition  programs 
at  appropriate  milestone  points  in  their  life  cycle. 
These  reviews  are  intended  to  permit  coordinated  evalua- 
tion and  deliberation  among  senior  managers,  based  on 
the  most  complete  presentation  of  information  available 
to  assure  that  advice  given  the  Secretary  of  Defense  Ij 
as  complete  and  objective  as  possible  prior  to  a deci- 
sion to  proceed  to  the  next  step  of  the  system's  life 
cycle.  The  DSARC  operation  and  evaluations  will  serve 
to  complement  the  DCP  system  which  remains  as  a formal 
DOD  nanagemeut  and  decision-making  system  concerning 
the  acquisition  process  of  major  defense  syetems. 

3 • Functions 

a.  The  DSARC  will  review  end  evaluate  the  status  of 
each  appropriate  system  acquisition  program  at  three 
basic  milestone  points: 

First i When  initiation  of  Contract  Definition  (or 
equivalent  effort)  is  proposed; 

Second;  When  traneitlon  from  the  Contract  Defini- 
tion phase  to  full-scale  development  is 
proposed;  and 

Third ; When  transition  from  the  development  phase 
into  production  for  Service  deployment  ie 
proposed. 

b.  The  first  review  will  support  the  basic  DCF  in  that 
it  will  provide  a forum  for  discussion  and  possible 
resolution  of  the  various  viewpoints  of  the  parti- 
cipating principals,  including  the  Secretary  of  the 
Military  Service  sponsoring  the  program.  The  later 
reviews  will  serve  a function  of  validating  the 
readiness  of  a syatem  to  proceed  to  the  next  stage, 
i.e.,  normally  full-ecale  development  or  production. 
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4.  CcMiposltlon 


Tiic  DSARC  will  consist  of  the  DDR&E,  the  Ar>D(I&L)  , the 

ASD(Coaiptroller)  and  the  ASD(SA). 

5 • Authority  and  Respcnslbtlltl'ca 

S.  For  cunslderatlon  of  entry  into  Contract  Definition 
(Contract  Dcfinltlor.  Phase)  and  entry  into  full- 
scale  devtilopnent  (the  full-scale  development  phase), 
the  DSARC  will  bo  chaired  by  the  DdRAE. 

b.  For  the  transition  from  development  to  production 
(the  production  phase),  the  DSARC  will  be  chaired 
by  the  ASD(1&L). 

c.  For  additional  reviews,  the  DSARC  will  be  chaired 
by  DDR&E  or  the  ASDCl&L)  aa  appropriate,  depending 
on  whether  the  action  under  consideration  is  con- 
cerned with  movement  within  the  full-'cale  develop- 
ment phase  or  into  or  within  the  production  phase. 

d.  Reviews  at  points  other  than  program  transition 
points  nay  be  requested  by  a DSARC  uembor  by 
memorandum  to  the  appropriate  chairman. 

«.  Review  of  a program  at  any  point  in  its  life  cycle 
may  be  directed  by  the  Scet'etary  of  Defense  or  the 
Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense. 

f.  Reviews  will  be  limited  to  major  and  important  pro- 
grams. These  are  (1)  those  for  which  Development 
Concept  Papers  arc  required;  and  (2)  those  speci- 
fically dosignated  for  review  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  or  the 
appropriate  DSARC  chairman. 

g.  Aspects  to  be  considered  by  the  DSARC  Include,  but 
are  not  limited  to,  the  following: 

(1)  For  items  proposed  for  Contract  Definition 

(a)  Justification  of  military  need; 

(b)  Validity  of  operational  concept  and 
objectives; 

(c)  Relative  capability  compered  with  present/ 
anticipaced  and  with  capabilities  of  other 
aysi:eiEa; 

(d)  '.'echnlcal  feasibility: 


BR 


h 


I 

[ 


(«)  V«lidity  of  cose  estloace*  and  analysis 
of  cost  risks  involved; 

(f)  Validity  of  proposed  scheduling  and  con- 

' sideratlon  of  alternatives  thereto; 

(g)  Validity  of  proposed  procurenent  nethodo- 
logy,  including  type  of  contractor 
structure,  kind  of  contract,  tlnlng  of 
Government  production  comtultment , neana 
of  assuring  competition;  and 

(h)  Validity  of  program  manager  plana,  con- 
trols and  organization. 


(2)  For  items  proposed  for  transition  from  Contract 
Definition  into  full-scale  developmenti 


(a)  Continued  validity  of  program  objectives 
and  validity  of  changes  thereto  since 
completion  of  concept  formulation; 

(b)  Confidence  in  achieving  current  program 
objectives ; 

(e)  Analysis  of  current  risks; 

(d)  Technical  feasibility,  risks  associatsd 
chorevith  and  analysis  thereof; 

(e)  Adequacy  of  integrated  logistics  support 
planning; 

(f)  Validity  of  cost  estimates,  including 
analysis  of  cost  differences  between 
competing  Contract  Definition  contractor 
and  Government  estimates; 


(g)  Options  associated  with  cost  trade-offs 
and  analyaia  thereof; 


(h)  Adequate  consideration  of  contract  incen- 
tives and  inducement  for  competition;  and 

(1)  Validity  of  contractor  proposals, 

(3)  For  systems  proposed  for  initial  production; 


(a)  Feasibility  of  production,  including 

evaluation  of  milestone  achievements,  test 
results  and  production  line  produclbillty ; 
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(b)  Technical  £«a»lblllty,  laeluding  epaelfl- 
cation  raqulrenents ; 

(e)  Review  and  evaluate  overall  requirement; 

(d)  Current  validity  of  coat  eeciaatea: 

(e)  Need,  as  appropriate,  for  concurrent 
developnent  and  production  as  ve  11  as 
validity  of  recomnended  tine  phasing  of 
productlon/deployoent  aspects; 

(f)  Adequacy  of  Integrated  logistic  support 
planning ; 

(g)  Tha  existence  of  adequate  project  manage- 
meat  controls; 

<h)  Adequate  planning  for  Government-furnished 
equipment  and  facilities;  and 

(1)  Adequate  planning  as  to  proprietary 
rights  Items. 

b.  The  Chalrnan  may  invite  other  staff  members,  aoch 
as  the  A3D(MARA)  and  the  ASD(ISA)  to  participate 
la  the  reviews  when  the  reviews  have  significant 
relevance  to  their  responsibilities. 

1.  Tha  Chaitnan  shall  advise  the  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Defense  of  the  findings  and  recommendations  of  the 
specific  review  end  concurrently  a copy  of  the  find- 
ings and  cscommcndations  will  be  forwarded  to  the 
appropriate  Service  Secretary . 

6.  Administration 

The  DSARC  may  establish  necessary  Working  Croups  to 

assist  the  Council  members  in  their  reviews. 
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AFPEMOIX  B 


tHF  DEPUTY  SECKETAAY  OE  DEITNSE 
WAiMlMCKM.  » C.  M)9I 


2 3 i3?0 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  Secretaries  of  the  Military  Departments 

Director  of  Defense  Research  Engineering 

As<sistant  Secretaries  of  Defense 

The  General  Counsel 

Assistants  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense 

Directors  of  Defense  Agencies 

SUBJECT:  Policy  Guidance  on  Major  Weapon  System  Acquisition 


We  have  been  considering  within  the  Department,  for  over  a year, 
ways  by  which  we  can  improve  acquisition  programs  for  major  weapon 
systems.  Some  steps  have  been  taken  which  1 believe  are  in  the  right 
direction  (reference  my  July  31.  1969  memorandum),  and  it  is  now  ap- 
propriate to  move  ahead  in  a concerted  effort  to  firmly  establish  addi- 
tional new  policies  and  to  implement  them. 

The  prime  objective  of  the  new  policy  guidance  is  to  enable  the 
Services  to  improve  their  management  of  programs,  improvement  in 
the  execution  of  these  programs  will  be  made  to  Uie  extent  the  Services 
are  willing  and  able  to  improve  their  management  pract'-'cs.  The 
Services  have  the  responsibility  to  get  the  job  done,  it  is  impera**ve* 
that  they  do  the  job  better  in  th-  future  than  it  has  been  done  in  the  past. 

It  is  the  responsibility  of  .he  OSD  to  approve  the  policies  which 
the  Services  are  to  follow,  to  evaluate  the  performance  of  the  Services 
in  implementing  the  approved  policies  and  to  make  decisions  on  pro- 
ceeding into  the  next  phase  in  each  major  acquisition  program. 

The  purpose  of  this  memorandum  is  to  issue  broad  poli;,y  guidance 
which  is  to  be  translated  into  appropriate  action  by  all  Services  and 
Agencies  in  new  major  weapon  system  acquisitions. 
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Management 


Management  in -the  Services  will  be  improved  only  to  the  extent 
that  capable  people  with  the  right  kind  o£  experience  and  training  are 
designated  to  manage  these  major  programs  --  in  fact  all  programs. 

In  order  to  be  effective,  ptogram  managers  must  be  given  adequate 
authority  to  n\ake  decisions  on  major  questions  relating  to  the  program 
both  in  the  conceptual  development  stage  and  j-  the  full-scaU  developme-'t 
stage.  If  capable  people  are  going  to  be  wjllir^  to  ..idertake  u.  .se  tmpor> 
tant  program  management  assignmrnts.  ways  ust  be  found  to  give  them  - 
some  incentive  to  do  so.  l*rogr;.m  managers  must  be  given  more  x >g- 
nition  toward  career  advancemer.t  in  all  of  the  Services,  and  g ad  managers 
must  be  rewarded  just  as  good  operational  people  are  rewarded. 

U our  people  are  to  develop  the  experience  necessary  for  program 
management  and  are  to  utilise  tke^r  experience,  they  mst  he  assigaf*. 
to  a given  program  long  enough  to  be  effective. 

The  overall  structure  of 'the  program  management  function  in  all 
Services  needs  to  be  considered.  Changes  must  he  made  to  minin' 'sc 
the  numerous  layers  of  authority  between  the  pre^ram  manager-  a.<d  the 
Service  Secretary. 

The  entire  management  problem  needs  to  be  addressed  under 
these  simp.e  guidelines;  put  mere  capable  people  into  program  manage 
ment.  give  them  the  responsibility  and  the  authority  and  keep  them  ther 
long  enough  to  get  the  job  done  right. 

Development 

The  cost  of  developing  and  acquiring  new  weapon  systems  is  more 
dependent  upon  making  practical  trade-offs  between  the  stated  operating 
requirements  and  engineering  design  than  upon  any  other  factor.  This 
must  be  the  key  consideration  at  every  step  in  development  from  the 
conceptual  stage  until  the  new  weapon  goes  into  the  force. 

The  program  schedule  (structure)  is  another  very  key  considera- 
tion. It  must  make  sense.  It  must  allow  time  for  accomplishing  im- 
portant task  objectives  without  unnecessary  overlapping  or  concurrency; 
The  ideal  schedule  is  sequential  with  enough  slack  time  for  resolution 
of  those  problems  which  inevitably  arise  in  any  deve'  -tpment  program. 
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Conceptual  Dcvelo»>ment 


It  is  crucial  that  the  right  decisions  be  made  during  the  concep- 
tual stage.  If  wrong  decisions  arc  made  during  this  period  the  problems 
that  are  generated  cannot  easily  be  overcome  later  in  the  program. 

Any  new  program  will  contain  some  risk  that  the  technology  in- 
volved cannot,  within  reasonable  time  and  cost  constraints,  be  converted 
into  practical  engineering  design  which  meets  the  desired  operating 
requirements.  There  are  three  ways  in  which  this  technical  risk  can 
be  minimized: 

1.  Risk  Assessment.  The  first  is  to  make  a careful  as- 
sessment of  the  technical  problems  involved  and  a judgment  as 
to  how  much  effort  is  likely  to  be  necessary  in  finding  a solution 
that  is  practical.  A careful  look  at  the  consequence  of  failure, 
even  of  "low  risk"  program  elements,  is  also  critical. 

2.  System  and  H.nrdware  Proofing.  The  second  and  only 
“ sure  way  to  minimize  the  technical  risk  is  to  do  enough  actual 

engineering  design  and  component  testing  in  the  conceptual  de- 
velopment stage  to  demonstrate  that  the  technical  risks  have 
been  eliminated  or  reduced  to  a reasonable  level.  Component 
or  complete  system  prototyping,  or  backup  development,  are 
examples  of  this. 

3.  Trade-offs  (risk  avoidance).  Since  program  risk  and 
cost  arc  dependent  on  practical  trade-offs  between  stated  operating 
requirements  and  engineering  design,  trado-offs  must  be  con- 
sidered not  only  at  the  beginning  of  the  program  but  continually 
throughout  the  development  stage. 

.Proposals  for  OSD  approval  of  development  programs  shall  in- 
clude a description  of  how  the  Service  or  Agency  intends  to  j-nauage  the 
program  to  include  appropriate  attention  to  (1)  Risk  Assessment;  (2)  System 
and  Hardware  Pronfirn;;  (3)  T radeoffs.  When  a DCP  is  prepared,  it  shall 
reflect  these  in  the  management  plan. 

Small  development  projects  which  do  not  require  specific  OSD 
approval  shall  also  be  structured  to  reflect  these  considerations. 

All  new  programs  will  be  kept  in  the  conceptual  development  stages 
until  the  responsible  Service  sneretary  .*nd  the  OSD  can  be  assured  that 
the  program  is  actually  in  the  proper  shape  to  proceed  into  full-scale  de- 
velopment. 
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Full-Scale  Development 

Authorization  to  proceed  into  full-scale  development  will  be  given  ■ 
by  OSD  based  upon  a OCP  and  the  recommendation  of  the  OSARC,  In 
making  this  recommendation,  the  DSARC  shall  consider  in  particular 
whether  adequate  risk  reduction  has  been  accomplished. 

Sven  though  risk  has  been  adequately  addressed  during  the  con- 
ceptual development  stages,  full- scale  development  will  uncover  technical 
and  engineering  problems  that  need  to  be  solved.  Procedures  shall  be 
established  in  the  development  program  by  which  these  problems  will 
be  continually  addressed  in  view  of  possible  trade-offs  with  stated  opera- 
ting requirements,  cost,  and  operational  readiness  date. 

Furthermore,  it  is  essei^tial  to  have  assurance  that  those  problems 
encountered  during  the  earlier  development  stages  have  in  fact  been  solved. 
This  requires  that  milestones  be  established  to  demonstrate  achievement 
of  objectives  at  appropriate  points  in  the  development  program.  These 
milestones  shall  include  such  things  as  completion  of  appropriable  stages 
in  the  overall  system  design  and  testing  of  critical  items  of  hardware, 
c.  g.  • subsystems  and  components. 

Consideration  must  be  given  in  development  to  all  matters  neces- 
sary in  a full  operating  system.  This  will  include  such  things  as 
maintenance,  logistic  support,  training,  etc.  However,  where  these 
matters  are  dependent  on  the  final  production  design,  as  much  of  this 
work  as  possible  should  he  delayed  until  the  production  stage.  In  general. 
RFPs  for  the  development  stage  should  be  carefully  reviewed  to  eliminate 
demands  for  reports,  documentation  and  work  tasks  which  arc  not  absplutely 
necessary  for  the  efficient  accomplishment  of  the  actual  development  work. 
These  coos idc rations  and  demands  must  be  limited  to  those  which  directly 
contribute  to  the  design  of  the  system  itself. 

Production 

The  most  important  consideration  before  moving  into  full-scale 
production  on  a new  weapon  system  is  to  have  assurance  that  the  engineering 
design  is  completed,  that  all  major  problems  have  been  resolved,  and  this 
has  been  demonstrated  to  the  extent  practical  by  actual  performance  testing. 

At  the  DSARC  review  when  the  decision  is  made  as  to  whether  to 
proceed  into  full  production,  I want  the  responsible  Service  to  certify  that 
^e  following  actions  have  been  taken;. 
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1.  All  of  the  milcstonec  which  demonstrate  the  achieve- 
ment of  a practical  cncineering  design  have  been  met. 

?.  All  important  engineering  problems  encountered 
during  the  dcvcloprrent  have  been  resolved  with  appropriate 
trade-offs  with  stated  operating  requirements  ro  that  the 
production,  maintenance  and  operating  costs  are  optimised. 

The  start  up  of  production  must  be  scheduled  to  minimize  financial 
commitments  until  it  has  been  demonstrated  that  all  major  development 
problems  have  been  resolved.  In  most  cases  production  engineering 
and  production  tooling  are  necessary  to  demonstrate  that  the  engineering 
has  been  satisfactorily  accomplished.  It  may  also  be  necessary  to  de- 
velop and  demonstrate  new  production  processes,  methods  and  procedures. 
Thus,  some  limited  expenditure  on  production  may  have  to  overlap  de- 
velopment. 


Contracts 


In  all  our  contracting,  the  type  of  contract  must  be  tailored  to  the 
risks  involved.  Cost  plus  incentive  contracts  are  preferred  for  both 
advanced  development  and  fuU  scale  development  contracts  for  major 
systems.  When  the  assessment  of  technical  risk  permits,  such  contracts 
should  include  provisions  for  competitive  fixed  price  subcontracts  for 
subsystems,  compo.icnts  and  materials.  In  many  cases  this  will  enable 
a major  portion  of  the  program  to  benefit  from  competition.  When  risks 
have  been  reduced  to  the  extent  that  realistic  pricing  can  take  place  fixed- 
price  type  contracts  should  be  used.  But  the  contracting  officer  she  .Id 
have  the  flexibility  to  consider  the  technical  capability  of  the  contra  ;or 
and  other  factors  in  selection  of  contract  type.  When  fixed-price  ty  e’ 
contracts  are  used  for  development  programs,  the  contractor's  fin:  icial 
ability  to  absorb  losses  that  might  be  incurred  must  be  a factor  in  making 
the  award. 

It  is,  of  course,  desirable  to  award  fixed-price  contract  in  a 
compe.titive  environment.  It  has  been  prov-.u  to  be  difficult  or  impossible 
to  achieve  effective  competition  in  a fixed-price- contract  for  production  for 
a major  v/cap>  , system  before  full-scale  development  has  been  undertaken. 
Consideration  should  therefore  be  given  to  the  use  of  a negotiated  fixed-price 
contract  after  the  development  has  progressed  to  the  point  that  the  produc- 
tion design  can  be  realistically  specified.  To  the  extent  possible,  a contract 
negotiated  under  these  circumst.-mces  should  encourage  competition  for 
subsystems,  components  and  materials.  In  this  way  a substantial  part 
of  the  cost  can  be  established  in  a competitive  environment. 
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The  I'ce  of  letter  contracts  should  be  minimized.  Change  orders 
should  not  be  authoi  .zed  until  they  have  been  contractually  priced^  or 
until  contractual  ceilings  have  been  established. 

This  guidance  is  provided  to  the  Services  with  the  understanding 
that  it  is  to  be  implemented  within  the  established  DCP  and  DSARC 
policies.  Other  reports  and  reviews  are  to  be  kept  to  a minimum,  but 
dre  lines  of  communication  between  OSD  offices  and  Service  components 
must  he  kept  open  to  insure  actual  programs  are  being  implemented  under 
this  guidance. 

To  the  extent  that  the  above  guidance  conflicts  with  existing  DoD 
Directives  and  Instructions,  the  policies  stated  herein  will  govern.  Since 
these  policies  should  be  applied  immediately,  I would  appreciate  ynpr 
distributing  this  memorandum  to  key  personnel,  including  all  program 
managers,  involved  in  the  acquisition  of  major  weapon  syatems. 

1 want  the  appropriate  regulations  of  OSD  and  the  Services  and 
Agencies  to  be  changed  or  cancelled  to  reflect  these  policies.  I have  asked 
the  ODRCtE  to  take  the  leadership  in  accomplishing  this  and  have  suggested 
I September  1970  as  the  date  for  recommending  changes  to  me. 
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Department  of  Defense  Directive 


SUBJECT  Acquisition  of  Major  Defense  Systems 

Reference:  (a)  DoD  Directive  5000.1,  "subject  as 

above,"  July  13,  1971  (hereby 
cancelled) 


i.  REISSUANCE  AND  PURPOSE 

This  Directive  reissues  reference  (a)  which 
establishes  policy  for  major  Defense  system 
acquisition  in  the  Military  Departments  and 
Defense  Agencies  (referred  to  as  "DoD 
Components") . Reference  (a)  is  hereby 
superseded  and  cancelled. 

II.  APPLICABILITY 

The  provisions  of  this  Directive  ap^ly  to 
major  programs,  so  designated  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense/Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense 
(referred  to  as  "SecDef").  This  designation 
shall  consider  (a)  dollar  value  (progreuns 
which  have  an  estimated  RDT&E  cost  in  excess 
of  50  million  dollars,  or  an  estimated  pro- 
duction cost  in  excess  of  200  million  dollars, 
all  in  FY  72  dollars);  (b)  national  urgency; 
and  (c)  recommendations  by  DoD  Component  Heads 
or  Office  of  Secretary  of  Defense  (OSD) 
officials.  In  addition,  the  management 
principles  in  this  Directive  are  applicable 
to  all  programs. 

III.  POLICY 

A.  Mode  of  Operation.  Successful  development, 
production  and  deployment  of  major  Defense 
systems  are  primarily  dependent  upon  compe- 
tent people,  rational  priorities  and  clearly 
defined  responsibilities.  Responsibility  and 
authority  for  the  acquisition  of  major 
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Defense  systems  shall  be  decentralized  to  the  maximum 
practicable  extent  consistent  with  the  urgency  and 
importance  of  each  program.  The  development  and 
production  of  a major  Defense  system  shall  he  managed 
by  a single  individual  (program  manager)  who  shall 
have  a charter  which  provides  sufficient  authority 
to  accomplish  recognized  program  objectives.  Layers 
of  authority  between  the  program  manager  and  his 
Component  Head  shall  be  minimun.  For  programs  involving 
two  or  more  Components , the  Component  having  dominant 
interest  shall  designate  the  program  manager,  and  his 
charter  shall  be  approved  by  the  cognizant  official 
within  OSD.  The  assignment  and  tenure  of  program 
managers  shall  be  a matter  of  concern  to  DoD  Component 
Heads  and  shall  reflect  career  incentives  designed  to 
attract,  retain,  and  reward  competent  personnel. 

3 . The  DoD  Components  are  responsible  for  identifying 
needs  and  defining,  developing  and  producing 
systems  to  satisfy  those  needs.  Component  Heads 
are  also  responsible  for  contractor  source  selection 
unless  otherwise  specified  by  the  SecDef  on  a 
specific  program. 

2.  The  is  responsible  for  (a)  establishing 
acquisition  policy,  (b)  assuring  that  major  Defense 
system  programs  are  pursued  in  response  to  valid 
needs,  and  (c)  evaluating  policy  implementation 

on  each  approved  program. 

3.  The  OSD  and  DoD  Components  are  responsible  for 
program  monitoring,  but  will  place  minimum  demands 
for  formal  reporting  on  the  progreim  manager.  Non- 
recurring needs  for  infoirroation  will  be  kept  to 

a minimum  and  handled  informally. 

4.  The  SecDef  will  make  the  decisions  which  initiate 
program  commitments  or  increase  those  commitments. 

He  may  redirect  a program  because  of  an  actual 

or  threatened  breach  of  a program  threshold  in  an 
approved  Decision  Coordinating  Paper  (DCP) . The 
DCP  and  the  Defense  Systems  Acquisition  Review 
Council  (DSARC)  will  support  the  SecDef  decision- 
making. These  decisions  will  be  reflected  in  the 
next  submission  of  the  Progreutn  Objective 
Memorandum  (POM)  by  the  DoD  Component. 

B.  Conduct  of  Program.  Because  every  program  is  differ- 
ent,  successful  ogram  conduct  requires  that  sound 
judgment  be  applied  in  using  the  management  principles 
of  this  Directive.  fJrderlying  specific  Defense  system 
developments  is  the  need  for  a strong  and  usable 
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technology  base.  This  base  will  be  maintainecj  by 
conducting  research  and  advanced  technology  effort 
independent  of  specific  Defense  systems  development. 
Advanced  technology  effort  includes  prototyping, 
prererably  using  small,  efficient  design  teams  and  a 
minimum  amount  of  documentation.  The  objective  is 
to  obtain  significant  advances  in  technology  at  minimum 
cost. 


1.  Program  Initiation 

a.  Early  conceptual  effort  is  normally  conducted 
at  the  discretion  of  the  DoD  Component  until 
such  time  as  the  DoD  Component  determines  that 

a major  Defense  system  program  should  be  pursued. 
It  is  crucial  that  the  right  decisions  be  made 
during  this  conceptual  effort;  wrong  decisions 
create  protloms  not  easily  overcome  later  in  the 
program.  Therefore,  each  DoD  Component  will 
designate  a single  individual,  such  as  the 
Assistant  Secretary  for  P.esearch  and  Devt  lopment , 
to  be  responsible  for  conceptual  efforts  on  new 
major  programs. 

b.  The  considerations  which  support  the  determination 
of  the  need  for  a system  program,  togeth'c  with 

a plan  for  that  program,  will  be  documented  in 
the  DCP.  The  OCP  will  define  program  issues, 
including  special  logistics  problems,  program 
objectives,  potential  benefits  in  context  with 
overall  DoD  strategy  and  fiscal  guidance,  program 
plans,  performance  parameters,  areas  of  major 
risk,  system  alternatives  and  acquisition 
strategy.  The  TCP  v;ill  be  prepared  by  the  DoD 
Component,  following  an  agreement  between  OSD 
and  that  Component  on  a DCP  outline.  The  Chairman 
of  the  DSARC  has  the  basic  responsibility  for 
coordination  of  inputs  for  the  DCP  and  its  sub- 
mittal to  the  DSARC  for  consideration  and  to  the 
SecDef  for  subsequent  decision.  If  approved, 
the  program  will  be  conducted  within  the  DCP 
thresholds . 

2.  Full-Scale  Engineering  Development.  When  the  DoD 
Compontmt  is  sufficiently  confident  that  program  worth 
and  readiness  warrant  commitment  of  resources  to  full- 
scale  engineering  development,  it  will  request  a 
SecDef  decision  to  proceed.  At  that  time,  the  DCP 
will  be  updated  and  the  DS/iRC  will  normally  review 
program  progress  and  suitability  to  enter  this  phase 
and  will  forward  its  recommendarions  to  the  SecDef 

for  final  decision.  Suc'i  review  will  confirm  (a)  the 
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need  for  the  selected  Defense  system  in  consider- 
ation of  threat,  system  alternatives,  special 
logistics  needs,  estimates  of  development  costs, 
preliminary  estimates  of  life  cycle  costs  and 
potential  benefits  in  context  with  overall  DoD 
strategy  and  fiscal  guidance;  (b)  that  development 
risks  have  been  identified  and  solutions  are  in 
hand;  and  (c)  realism  of  the  plan  for  full-scale 
engineering  development - 

3*  Product ion/Deplowient . when  the  DoD  Component  is 
sufficiently  confident  that  engineering  is  complete 
and  that  commitment  of  substantial  resources  to 
production  and  deployment  is  warranted,  it  will 
request  a SecDef  decision  to  proceed.  At  that  time 
the  DCP  will  be  updated  and  the  DSARC  will  again 
review  program  progress  and  suitability  to  enter 
substantial  production/deployment  and  forward  its 
recommendations  to  the  SecDef  for  final  decision. 
Such  review  will  confirm  (a)  the  need  for  producing 
the  Defense  system  in  consideration  of  threat, 
estimated  acquisition  and  ownership  costs  and 
potential  benefits  in  context  with  overall  DoD 
strategy  and  fiscal  guidance;  (b)  that  a practical 
engineering  design,  with  adequate  consideration 
of  production  and  logistics  problems  is  complete; 

(c)  that  all  previously  identified  technical 
uncertainties  have  been  resolved  and  that  operation 
al  suitability  has  been  determined  by  test  and 
evaluation;  and  (d)  the  realism  of  the  plan  for  the 
remainder  of  the  program.  Some  production  funding 
for  long  lead  material  or  production  planning 
effort  may  be  required  prior  to  the  production 
decision.  In  such  cases,  the  SecDef  will  decide 
whether  a DSARC  review  and  revised  DCP  are  requir- 
ed. In  any  event,  full  production  go-ahead  will 
be  authorized  by  approval  of  the  DCP. 

Program  Considerations 

1.  System  need  shall  be  clearly  statjd  in  operational 
terms,  with  appropriate  limits,  and  shall  be  chal- 
lenged throughout  the  acquisition  process.  State- 
ments of  need/performance  requirements  shall  be 
matched  where  possible  with  existing  technology. 
Wherever  feasible,  operational  needs  shall  be 
satisfied  through  use  of  existing  military  or 
commercial  hardware.  When  need  can  be  satisfied 
only  through  new  development,  the  equivalent  needs 
of  the  other  DoD  Components  shall  be  considered 
to  guard  against  unnecessary  proliferation. 
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Cost  parameters  shall  be  established  which  consider 
the  cost  of  acquisition  and  ownership;  discrete  cost 
elements  (e.g,  unit  production  cost,  operating  and 
support  cost)  shall  be  translated  into  "design  to" 
requirements.  System  development  shall  be  continu- 
ously evaluated  against  these  requirements  with  the 
same  rigor  as  that  applied  to  technical  requirements. 
Practical  tradeoffs  shall  be  made  between  system 
capability,  cost  and  schedule.  Traceability  of 
estimates  and  costing  factors,  including  those  for 
economic  escalation,  shall  be  maintained. 

Logistic  support  shall  also  be  considered  as  a 
principal  design  parameter  with  the  magnitude,  scope 
and  level  of  this  effort  in  keeping  with  the  program 
phase.  Early  development  effort  will  consider  only 
those  parameters  that  are  truly  necessary  to  basic 
Defense  system  design,  e.g.,  those  logistic  problems 
that  have  significant  impact  on  system  readiness, 
capability  or  cost.  Premature  introduction  of 
detailed  operational  support  considerations  is  to 
be  avoided. 

Programs  shall  be  structured  and  resources  allocated 
to  ensure  that  the  demonstration  of  actual  achieve- 
ment of  program  objectives  is  the  pacing  function. 
Meaningful  relationships  between  need,  urgency,  risk 
and  worth  shall  be  thereby  established.  Schedules 
shall  be  subject  to  trade-off  as  much  as  any  other 
program  constraint.  Schedules  and  funding  profiles 
shall  be  structured  to  accommodate  unforeseen  problems 
and  permit  task  accomplishment  without  unnecessary 
overlapping  or  concurrency. 

Technical  uncertainty  shall  be  continually  assessed. 
Progressive  commitments  of  resources  which  incur 
progrcun  risk  will  be  made  only  when  confidence  in 
program  outcome  is  sufficiently  high  to  warrant 
going  ahead.  Models,  mock-ups  and  system  hardware 
will  be  used  to  the  greatest  possible  extent  to 
increase  confidence  level. 

Test  and  evaluation  shall  commence  as  early  as 
possible.  A determination  of  operational  suitability, 
including  logistic  support  requirements,  will  be 
made  prior  to  large-scale  production  commitments, 
making  use  of  the  most  realistic  test  environment 
possible  and  the  best  representation  of  the  future 
operational  system  available.  The  results  of  this 
operational  testing  will  be  evaluated  and  presented 
to  the  DSARC  at  the  time  of  the  production  decision. 


I'l 


7.  Contract  type  shall  be  consistent  with  all  program 

characteristics  including  risk  to  the  contractor  and  the 
government.  Normally,  the  precise  production  cost  of  a 
new  complex  Defense  system  cannot  be  determined  prior 
to  development  and  this  creates  a situation  of  risk 
such  that: 

a.  The  total  package  procurement  concept  will  not  be 
used. 

b.  Firm  or  ceiling  priced  production  options  shall  not 
be  used  in  development  contracts.  However,  when 
development  of  major  systems  has  proceeded  to  a 
point  that  technical  and  performance  uncertainties 
have  been  minimized  and  realistic  estimates  of 
their  cost  identified,  firm  or  ceiling  priced 
production  options  for  limited  quantities  may  be 
included  in  the  development  contract.  Such  options 
may  be  appropriate,  for  instance,  when  prototyping 
or  other  forms  of  technical  and  cost  verification 
of  concepts  has  occurred. 

c.  Cost  type  prime  and  subcontracts  are  preferred 
where  substantial  development  effort  is  involved. 

d.  When  risk  is  reduced  to  the  extent  that  realistic 
pricing  can  occur,  fixed  price  type  contracts  should 
be  issued. 

e.  Letter  contracts  shall  be  minimized. 

f.  Changes  shall  be  limited  to  those  that  are  necessary 
or  offer  significant  benefit  to  the  DoD.  When 
change  orders  are  necessary,  they  shall  be  contrac- 
tually priced  or  subject  to  an  established  ceiling 
before  authorization,  except  wher^  '-his  is  impractical. 

3.  The  source  selection  decision  shall  take  into  account 

the  contractor's  capability  to  develop  a necessary  Defense 
system  on  a timely  and  cost-effective  basis.  The  DoD 
Component  shall  have  the  option  of  deciding  whether  or 
not  the  contract  will  be  completely  negotiated  before  a 
program  decision  is  made.  Solicitation  documents  shall 
require  contractor  identification  of  uncertainties  and 
specific  proposals  for  their  resolution.  Solicitation 
and  evaluation  of  proposals  should  be  planned  to  minimize 
contractor  expense.  Proposals  for  cost-type  or  incentive 
contracts  may  be  penalized  during  evaluation  to  the 
degree  that  the  proposed  cost  is  unrealistically  low. 
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9.  Management  information /program  control  requirements 
shall  provide  information  which  is  essential  to  effective 
management  control.  Such  information  should  be  gener- 
ated from  data  actually  utilized  by  contractor  operating 
personnel  and  provided  in  summarized  form  for  succes- 
sively higher  level  management  and  monitoring  require- 
ments. A single,  realistic  work  breakdown  structure 
(WBS)  shall  be  developed  for  each  program  to  provide  a 
consistent  framework  for  (a)  planning  and  assignment  of 
responsibilities,  (b)  control  and  reporting  of  progress, 
and  (c)  establishing  a data  base  for  estimating  the  future 
cost  of  Defense  systems.  Contractor  management 
information/program  control  systems,  and  reports  ema- 
nating therefrom,  shall  be  utilized  to  the  maximum  ex- 
tent practicable.  Government-imposed  changes  to 
contractor  systems  shall  consist  of  only  those  necessary 
to  satisfy  established  DoD-wide  standards.  Documenta- 
tion shall  be  generated  in  the  minimum  amoimt  to  satisfy 
necessary  and  specific  management  needs. 

IV.  EFFECTIVE  DATE  AND  IMPLEMENTATION 

A.  This  Directive  is  effective  immediately.  Two  copies  of 
implementing  regulations  shall  be  forwarded  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  within  90  days. 

B.  The  number  of  implementing  documents  shall  be  minimized 
and  necessary  procedural  guidance  consolidated  to  the 
greatest  extent  possible.  Selected  subjects  to  be  covered  by 
DoD  Directives /Instructions  or  Joint  Service/Agency  docu- 
ments in  support  of  this  Directive  are  listed  in  enclosure  1. 
Each  DoD  Component  shall  forward  the  Joint  Service /Agency 
documents  for  which  it  is  responsible  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  approval  prior  to  issuance. 


Enclosure  - 1 
Related  Policy 
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f. 


RELATED  POLICY 

Responsibility  for  the  following  policy  documents  is  assign- 
ed to  the  Cognizant  Office  indicated.  In  each  case,  the 
Cognizant  Office  shall  (a)  generate  the  policy,  or  (b) 
delegate  authority  to  a lead  DoD  Component  for  preparation 
and  subsequent  issue  of  a joint  Service/Agency  regulation, 
agreement  or  guide  after  approval  by  OSD. 


Policy  Subject 

Cognizant 

Office 

Document 

Cost  Analysis  Improvement 

ASD(PAStE) 

DoD  Directive 

Group 

5000.4 

Cost/Schedule  Control  Systems 

ASD(C) 

DoD  Instruction 

Design  to  Cost 

DDR&E 

7000.2 

DoD  Directive 

Data,  Acquisition  of 

ASD(I&L) 

5000.28 

DoD  Instruction 

The  DCP  and  the  DSARC  Process 

DDR&E 

5010.12 

DoD  Instruction 
5010.29 

DoD  Instruction 

DSARC  Charter 

DDR&E 

5000.2 

DoD  Directive 

Industrial  Preparedness 

ASD(I&L) 

5000.26 

DoD  Instruction 

Production  Planning 

4005.3 

Procedures 

Industrial  Preparedness 

ASD(I&L) 

DoD  4005. 3M 

Planning  Manual 

Logistic  Support 

ASDd&L) 

DoD  Directive 

Management  Careers,  Systems 

ASD(PA&E) 

4100.35 
DoD  Directive 

Acquisition 

• 

5000.23 

Management  Systems  Control 

ASD(C) 

DoD  Instruction 

Manufacturing  Technology 

ASDd&L) 

7000.6 

DoD  Instruction 

Priorities  and  Allocations 

ASDd&L) 

4200.15 

DoD  Instruction 

Quality  Assurance 

ASDd&L) 

4400.1 

DoD  Directive 

Standardization 

ASDd&L) 

4155.1 

DoD  Directive 

Test  and  Evaluation 

DDR&E 

4120.3 

DoD  Directive 

Value  Engineering 

ASDd&L) 

5000.3 

DoD  Instruction 

Proposal  Evaluation  and  Source 

ASDd&L)/ 

5010.8 

DoD  Directive 

Selection 

DDR&E 

4105.62 

APPENDIX  D 
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Department  of  Defense  Directive 
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SUBJECT 


Reference: 


Director  of  Defense  Research  and  Engineering 

(a)  DoD  Directive  5129.  1,  subject  as  above, 
February  10,  1959  (hereby  canceled) 


I I I.  GENERAL 

Pursuant  to  the  authority  vested  in  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
and  the  provisions  of  Title  10,  USC,  Section  135(b),  the 
Director  of  Defense  Research  and  Engineering  shall  have 
responsibilities,  functions  and  authorities  as  prescribed 
herein. 

n.  RESPONSIBILITIES 

The  Director  of  Defense  Research  and  Engineering  is  the 
principal  adviser  and  staff  assistant  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  in  the  following  functional  fields: 

A.  Scientific  and  technical  matters 

B.  Basic  and  applied  research 

C.  Research,  development,  test  and  evaluation  of  weapons, 
weapons  systems  and  Defense  materiel 

D.  Design  and  engineering  for  suitability,  producibility, 
reliability,  maintainability,  and  materials  conservation 

£,  Envir  onmental  services,  which  include  the  various 
combinations  of  scientific,  technical,  and  advirory 
activities  required  to  produce  and  supply  information  on 
the  past,  present,  and  future  stater  of  space,  atmospheric. 


oceanographic,  and  terrestrial  environments  for  use  in 
military  decision-making  processes. 

lU.  FUNCTIONS 


Under  the  direction,  authority  and  control  of  the  Secretary  of 

Defense,  the  Director  of  Defense  Research  and  Engineering 

shall  supervise  all  research  and  engineering  activities  in  the 

Department  of  Defense  and  shall  perform  the  following 

functions  in  his  assigned  fields  of  responsibility: 

A.  Recommend  policies  and  guidance  governing  Department 
of  Defense  planning  and  program  development. 

B.  Plan  and  recommend  an  optimum  integrated  program  of 
research  and  development  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
national  nnlitary  objectives  and  initiate  projects  to  fill 
important  gaps  which  may  exist. 

C.  Review  projects,  programs  and  objectives  of  programs  of 
the  military  departments  and  of  Department  of  Defense 
research  and  development  agencies. 

D.  Develop  systems  and  standards  for  the  administration  and 
management  of  approved  plans  and  programs. 

E.  Evaluate  the  administration  and  management  of  approved 
policies,  programs  and  projects. 

F.  Recommend  the  assignment  or  reassignment  oi  research 
and  engineering  responsibility  for  the  development  of  new 
weapons  or  weapons  systems,  giving  due  consideration  to 
the  departmental  functions  set  forth  in  DoD  Directive  5100.  1, 
"Functions  of  the  Department  of  Defense  and  its  Major 
Components,"  dated  December  31,  1958. 

G.  Direct  and  control  (including  their  assignment  or  reassign- 
ment) research  and  engineering  activities  that  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  deems  to  require  centralized  management. 
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H.  As  approved  by  proper  authority,  engage  in  or  designate 
appropriate  research  and  development  facilities  to  engage 
in  basic  and  applied  research  projects  essential  to  the 
responsibilities  of  the  Department  of  Defense  which 
pertain  to  weapons  systems  and  other  military  require- 
ments: (I)  by  contract  with  private  business  entities, 
educational  or  research  institutions  or  other  agencies 

of  government,  (2)  through  one  or  more  of  the  military 
departments,  or  (3)  by  utilizing  employees  and  consultants 
of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

I.  Recommend  appropriate  steps  ^Including  the  transfer, 
reassignment,  abolition  and  consolidation  of  functions) 
which  will  provide  in  the  Department  of  Defense  for 
more  effective,  efficient  and  economical  administration 
and  operation,  will  eliminate  unnecessary  duplication, 
or  will  contribute  to  improved  military  preparedness. 

J.  Recommend  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  appropriate 
funding  for  research,  development,  test  and  evaluation, 
including  allocations  from  the  Emergency  Fund,  Department 
of  Defense. 

K.  Keep  the  Department  of  Defense  informed  on  significant 
trends  in  scientific  research  relating  to  national  security 
and  recommend  measures  to  assure  continuing  progress. 

L.  Exercise  administrative  direction  of  the  Weapons  Systems 
Evaluation  Group  and  assure  its  responsiveness  to  the 
needs  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  operations  analysis. 

M.  -In  coordination  with  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 

(International  Security  Affairs),  engage  in  programs  for 
assistance  to  friendly  countries  in  military  research  and 
development  and  in  the  interchange  of  related  scientific 
and  technical  information. 

N.  Coordinate  and  develop  the  DoD  position  for  interagency 
and  international  affairs  concerning  environmental  services. 
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Pr'  v-de  for  DoD  representation  on  interagency,  inter- 
na; >nal,  and  military  treaty  organization  in  environmental 
ser\'ir.es  committees  treating  assigned  programs,  to 
ens  e that  proper  consideration  be  given  to  DoD  interests. 

Acr  ! ;r  the  Secretary  of  Defense  with  regards  to  the  assign- 
of  environmental  services  programs  to  satisfy 
en-;erger.cy  requi I'cments  of  the  unified  and  specified 
cor.  imands. 


C.  Revic’V.  plans  . f the  military  departments  to  insure  adequate 
assigned  er-vironmenta!  services  capabilities  to  support 
operational  requirements  and  recommend  to  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  action  as  necessary  to  eliminate  unwarranted 
duplication, 

R.  Such  other  duties  as  the  Secretary  of  Defense  assigns. 

IV.  RELATIONSHIPS 


A.  In  Tho  performance  of  his  functions,  the  Director  of  Defense 

Research  and  Engineering  shall: 

1.  Coordinate  actions,  as  appropriate,  with  the  military 
departments  and  other  Department  of  Defense  agencies 
having  collateral  or  related  functions  in  the  field  of  his 
assigned  responsibility. 

2.  Maintain  active  liaison  for  the  exchange  of  information 
and  advict  with  the  military  departments  and  other 
Department  of  Defense  agencies. 

3.  Consult  with  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  on  the  interaction 
of  research  and  development  and  strategy. 

4.  Seek  formal  statements  of  military  operational  require- 
ments from  the  military  departments  or  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff,  as  appropriate,  for  research  and  development 
projects  and  equipment  areas  and  for  environmental 
services  programs  which  appear  to  require  such  statements. 
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5.  Malitain  or  arrange  for  the  maintenance  of  active 
liaison  with  appropriate  research  and  development 
and  environmental  services  agencies  outside  the 
Department  of  Defense,  including  private  business 
entities,  educational  or  research  institutions  or 
other  agencies  of  government. 

6.  Make  full  use  of  established  facilities  in  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  military  departments 
and  other  Department  of  Defense  agencies  rather  than 
unnecessarily  duplicating  such  facilities. 

B.  The  Secretaries  of  the  military  departments,  their  civilian 
assistants,  and  the  military  personnel  in  such  departments 
shall  fully  cooperate  with  the  Director  of  Defense  Research 
and  Engineering  and  his  staff  in  a continuous  effort  to  achieve 
efficient  administration  of  research  and  engineering  activities 
in  the  Department  of  Defense. 

V.  AUTHORITIES 

A.  The  Director  of  Defense  Research  and  Engineering,  in  the 
course  of  exercising  full  staff  functions  in  his  assigned 
fields,  including  those  enumerated  in  Section  111  above,  is 
hereby  specifically  delegated  authority  to: 

1.  Issue  instructions  and  one-time  directive- type  memo- 
randa, in  writing,  appropriate  to  carrying  out  policies 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  for  his  assigned 
fields  of  responsibilities  in  accordance  with  DoD 
Directive  5025.  1,  subject:  DoD  Directives  System, 

March  7,  1961.  Such  instructions  and  memoranda  to 
the  military  departments  will  be  issued  through  the 
Secretaries  of  those  departments  or  their  designees. 

2.  Approve,  modify  or  disapprove  programs  and  projects 
of  the  military  departments  and  other  Department  of 
Defense  agencies  in  his  assigned  fields  to  eliminate 
unpromising  or  unnecessarily  duplicative  programs, 
and  initiate  or  support  promising  ones  for  research 
and  development  and  environmental  services. 
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3.  Obtain  such  reports  and  information  and  assistance 
from  the  military  departments  and  other  Department 
of  Defense  agencies  as  may  be  necessary  to  the 
performance  of  his  assigned  functions. 

B.  Other  authorities  specifically  delegated  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  to  the  Director  of  Defense  Research  and 
Engineering  in  other  directives  will  be  referenced  in  an 
inclosure  to  this  directive. 

Yf.  EFFECTIVE  DATE 

This  directive  is  effective  immediately.^,.-^ 

Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense 


Enclosure  - 1 
Del/Auth 
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References  to  Other  Authorities  Specifically  Delegated  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  the  Director  of  Defense  Research  and 
Engineering  in  Other  Directives 


1.  Authority  to  act  for  the  Secretary  of  Defense  in  matters 
pursuant  to  Executive  Order  9913  pertaining  to  the  termination  of 
OSRD  as  contained  in  DoD  Directive  5129.  36,  dated  9 August  1954. 


Department  of  Defense  Instruction 


SUBJECT 


Reference: 


The  Decision  Coordirating  Paper  (DCP)  and  the  Defense 
Systems  Acquisition  Pe\'iew  Council  (DSARC) 

(a)  OoD  Directive  5000.1,  "Acquisition  of  Major  Defense 

Systems,"  July  13,  1971 

(b)  OoO  Directive  5000.26. “Defense  Systems  Acquisition 

Review  Council  (DSARC),"  January  21,  1975 

(c)  DoO  Directive  5000.3,  “Test  and  Evaluation,"  January  19, 

1973 

(d)  DoD  Directive  5000.4,  "OSD  Cost  Analysis  Improvement 

Group,"  June  13,  1973 

(e)  DoD  Instruction  7045.7,  “The  Planning  Prcgranming  and 

Budgeting  System,"  October  29,1969 

(f)  DoD  Directive  7250.5,  "Reprogranmi ng  of  Appropriated 

Funds,"  January  14,  1975 

(g)  DoD  Directive  6050.1,  “Environmental  Considerations  in 

DoD  Actions,"  March  19,  1974 

(h)  DoD  Instruction  7000.3,  "Selected  Acquisition  Reports 

(SAR),“  September  13,  1971 

(1)  DoO  71 10-1 -M,  "DoD  Budget  Guidance  Manual,"  July  1,  1971 
authorized  by  DoD  Instruction  7110-.1,  August  23,  1968 


I . PURPOSE 


This  Instruction  establishes  policy  and  instruction  guidelines 
governing  the  use  of  the  Decision  Coordinating  Paper  (DCP),  formerly 
referred  to  as  the  Development  Concept  Paper,  and  the  Defense  Systems 
Acquisition  Review  Council  (DSARC)  in  the  decision-making  process  at 
the  Secretary  or  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  level  on  major  defense 
system  acquisition  programs. 


APPLICABILITY  AND  SCOPE 


The  provisions  of  this  Instruction  apply  to  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Military  Departments,  the  Organization  of 
the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  and  the  Defense  A«ncies  (hereinafter 
referred  to  collectively  as  “OoD  Components";  and  encompass  major 
defense  system  acquisition  policies  and  programs  (DoD  Directive 
5000.1,  reference  (a)). 


GENERAL 


The  DCP/DSARC  process  involves  decision-making  at  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  level  on  major  defense  system  acquisition  programs  and  re- 
lated policies.  The  DCP  docunents  the  current  or  proposed  program 
and  serves  as  the  basis  for  DSARC  reviews.  The  DSARC,  as  an 


advisory  body,  makes  recoimendations  :.o  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
which  are  considered  in  the  vomnlation  of  his  decisions.  The 
success  of  the  OCP/DSARC  process  is  vitally  dependent  upon  a clear 
recognition  of  the  individuality  of  each  major  defense  system 
program  and  the  sensible  application  of  the  policies  of  DoD 
Directive  6000.1  (reference  (a))  and  those  of  this  Instruction. 

JV.  POLICY 

A.  The  DCP  and  the  DSARC  shall  be  used  in  support  of  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  deci s ’on -making  process  in  accordance  with  OoD 
Directive  5000.1  (reference  (a)). 

1 . The  Defense  System  Acquisition  Review  Council  (DSARC) 

a.  The  DSARC  serves  as  an  advisory  body  to  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  on  major  defense  system  acquisition  programs 
and  related  policies.  The  DSARC  provides  information 
and  recomnendations  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  when 
decisions  are  necessary  on  system  acquisitions,  and 
related  policies. 

b.  The  mission,  composition  and  operation  of  the  DSARC 
and  the  responsibilities  of  its  members  and  support- 
ing organizations  are  set  forth  in  its  charter  (DoD 
Directive  5000. reference  (b)). 

2.  The  Decision  Coordinatinci  Paper  (DCP) 

a.  The  purpose  of  the  DCP  is  to  support  the  DSARC  review 

and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  decision-making  process 
throughout  the  acquisition  phase  of  the  system  program. 
It  is  the  principal  document  for  recording:  (1)  the 

essential  information  on  a program;  e.g.,  need/threat, 
concept,  milestones,  thresholds,  issues  and  risks, 
alternatives,  management  plan,  supporting  <-ationale 
for  the  decisions,  and  affordability  in  terms  of 
projected  budget  and  phasing  of  out-year  funding;  and 
(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  decisions. 

b.  A Secretary  of  Defense  decision  is  consummated  when  he 
signs  the  DCP,  or  issues  a memorandum,  authorizing 
the  DoD  Component  to  proceed  with  the  program 
described  in  the  DCP  or  directing  another  course  of 
action.  The  Secretary  o Defense  decision  set  forth  in 
the  DCP  establishes  the  limits  of  authority  delegated 
to  the  cognizant  DoO  Component  in  the  conduct  of  the 
program. 

c.  The  DCP  shall  not  be  considered  a vehicle  for  force- 
level  decisions,  even  though  it  may  contain 
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force-level  information.  When  such  Information  is  present 
in  the  DCP,  the  information  shall  be  consistent  with  cur- 
rent force-level  documents  (e.g.,  the  Five  Year  Defense 
Program  (FYDP)),  or  specific  differences  noted. 

d.  Programs  which  represent  major  modifications  to  existing 
deployed  systems  will  be  treated  as  separate  programs  and 
accomodated  by  the  DCP  in  the  same  manner  as  major  system 
programs. 

e.  The  guidel’nes  govereinq  the  objectives  of  OCPs  and  the 
responsibilities  associated  with  their  preparation,  coordi- 
nation and  review  are  set  forth  in  enclosure  1. 

5.  Scheduled  Program  Decision  Points 

1.  Approval  (or  disapproval)  to  conduct  a phase  of  a major  defense 
system  program  v/ill  be  given  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense.  The 
decision  points  shall  be  scheduled  to  meet  the  peculiar  needs 
of  each  program.  Each  decision  point  shall  be  supported  by  a 
"for  coordination"  draft  of  c DCP  and  a recom,rendation  by  the 
DSARC.  The  number,  timino,  and  nature  of  the  decision  points 
shall  be  estaolished  by  the  ‘lilitary  Services  and  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  (OSD)  jointly  and,  though  not  the 
same  for  all  programs,  they  will  normally  include; 

a.  The  Program  Initiation  Decision  Point.  At  this  decision 
point  Secretary  of  Defense  considers  aoproval  (or  dis- 
approval) to  comit  resources  for  advanced  development 
during  the  Validation  Phase  of  a major  defense  system  that 
is  projected  for  inclusion  in  the  force  structure.  Early 
scheduling  of  the  program  initiation  decision  point  is 
essential  to  timely  Secretary  of  Defense  review.  Primary 
concerns  at  this  decision  point  are: 

(1)  The  identified  need  has  been  substantiated; 

(2)  The  proposed  range  of  system  major  performance  para- 
meters matches  the  need; 

(3)  In  the  plan  for  evaluating  system  alternatives,  con- 
sideration has  been  given  to  all  approaches  that 
appear  to  be  technologically  feasible,  operationally 
practicable  and  economically  affordable  (i.e., 
includes  modifying  existing  defense  systems,  using 
system  (or  variants)  under  development  by  other  DoD 
components,  developing  a new  system,  or  e.mploying  a 
foreign  developed  system); 

(4)  Prel ini  nary  costs  (DoD  Directive  5000.4,  reference 
(d))  and  schedule  estimates  an_-  realistic  and  accept- 
able; 
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(5)  Plans  and  schedules  for  test  and  evaluation  required  before 
start  of  full-scale  enqineerinn  developnent  a.-e  adequate  (OoD 
Directive  j90^.3,  reference  (c)); 

(6)  The  relative  estimates  of  costs  to  maintain  and  operate  the 
various  aliernative  systems  have  been  addressed  and  evaluated; 
and, 

(7)  The  acquisition  strategy  is  consistent  with  program  character- 
istics, including  risk  and  allowable  costs,  fiscal  year 
phasing  and  constraints  resulting  from  pro.je  *-'-a  total  budget. 

In  general,  the  program  initiation  decision  point  should  occur  be- 
fore any  major  obligation  of  development  funds  on  the  program  and 
before  any  feasible  program  alternatives  have  been  ^^oreclosed. 

b.  The  Full-flcalo  Engineering  Developnent  Decision  Point.  At  this 
decision  point,  the  Secretary  of  defense  considers  approval  (or 
disapprove!)  to  commit  resources  to  the  full-scale  engineering 
development  or  to  the  detailed  design  of  a major  defense  system. 
Primary  concerns  at  this  decision  point  are: 

(1)  Reaffirming  the  operational  need  for  the  system  in  the  light 
of  its  estimated  acquisition  and  operating  cost  and  projected 
budgetary  constraints; 

(2)  The  adequacy  of  the  evaluation  of  alternative  approaches; 

(3)  The  readiness  of  the  system  to  enter  full-scale  engineering 
development, 

(4)  The  adequacy  of  the  test  and  evaluation  approach  and  test 
results  to  date  (DoD  Directive  5000.3,  reference  (c)),  and 
availability  of  an  integrated  test  and  evaluation  plan; 

(5)  Assurance  that  cost  estimates  are  both  realistic  and  accept- 
able within  foreseen  budgetary  constraints  (DoD  Directive 
5000.4,  reference  (d))  and  schedule  estimates  remain  real- 
istic and  acceptable,  and, 

(6)  The  acquisition  strateqy  and  contractual  plan  are  consistent 
with  program  characteristics,  and  risks. 

c.  The  Production/Deployment  Decision  Point.  At  this  decision  point. 
Secretary  oi^  Defense  considers  approval  (or  disapproval)  to  conmit 
substantial  resources  to  the  production  of  a major  defense  system. 
Primary  concerns  at  this  decision  point  are; 

(1)  Reaffirming  the  operational  need  for  the  system  in  the  light 
of  its  estimated  acquisition  and  operating  cost  and  projected 
budgetary  constraints; 
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{2'  Ensurinq  the  pi-opobed  quantity  is  consistent  with  the 
auerational  needs  =nil  the  available  o'-oiected 
resources . 

’3;  'ne  readiness  o^  the  syster  to  enter  the  oroduction 
rrocess,  as  ipnons’ratcd  ty  the  results  n'  tests  con- 
ojctc  i in  accordance  with  the  ool  if  v -■  '-^h  Oiroctive 
toco. 3 (reference  (c); 

(4)  ’’he  readiness  of  t‘-e  production  process  to  build  the 
systen . 

(5)  Assurance  that  the  syster  ;an  be  acQ-.i-;  re J,  naintaihed 
and  ooerated  at  rr;--sonab'-';  cost; 

(r.)  Assurance  that  cost  esti~ates  are  both  realistic  and 
acceptable  V.'ithin  ''or'.'Seen  budnotary  constraints  ^OoO 
Oirective  5030.4,  referer'n  (d));  ard, 

'?}  Ooas'iurinij  t*'at  the  aenuisition  stratery  and  contrac- 
joI  Plan  are  eccnoi'ically  efficient  and  consistent 
with  pronran  characteri  sti  cs  , and  risk. 

d.  tdditiorial  Decision  Points  (n  addition  to  the  three  najor 
deci  sion~po'  nts,  the  oronra’'  situation  nay  re  on  i re 
additioha':  dec-sion  points  'o.o.,  release  nf  funds  for  lonq 
lead  natorial  -'r  effort,  pilot  enoduction,  a"'ditional 
systens  for  test  and  eva  1 ua , inn  , s ccrssivf-  production  lot 
procurements ) . 

e.  Ship  Proqrans.  for  ship  proorars  the  Prosra-i  Initiation 
lie  Cl  s ion  Point  equates  to  start  of  Prelirinary  Oesiqn  and 
the  Full-Scale  c".i i h.eri no  Oevelcpnen t "erisinn  hpint 
equates  to  the  start  of  Contract  Oesifr.  'bile  the  Pro- 
duction/Deploynent  Oecisic"  Point  relates  to  the  start  of 
Detailed  nesiqn  (for  the  eirst  orocurenent-funded  ship), 
the  decision  point  authoripinq  'ollow-ship  prccurenent 
will  occur  later  after  satisfactory  nrenress  of  test  and 
evaluation  related  to  the  shin  class  (hoD  hirective 
5000. 3,  reference  (c)). 

C.  Jnscheduled  Progran  hecisions.  Events  both  internal  and  external 
to  tne  proqran  (such  as  a congressional  fund  action.  Secretary  of 
Defense  decision  on  a Proqrar.i/5udqe t Decision,  or  a change  in  threat 
or  national  strategy),  unforeseen  technical  difficulty  or  other 

ci  rcLTistances--wiiich  preclude  achievcicnt  of  a proqrjp  objective  or 
otherwise  causes  a breach,  or  a likely  breach,  of  established  cost, 
performance,  or  schedule  DCP  threshol ds--may  require  a OSAPC  review 
in  addition  to  those  normally  scheduled.  Such  reviews  would  lead 
to  unscheduled  oronram  decisions.  (See  subsection  III.D, 
enclosure  1.) 

D . Relationships 

1 . The  DC°/DSAPC  Process  and  the  Planning,  Pronrarriinn  and 
rUjdqetinq  System  (PM!;)' 

a.  Major  program  decisions  are  to  be  made  in  context  with  both 
the  PPP.S  (see  OoD  tnstruction  7045,7,  reference  (e))  and 
the  DCP/OSARC  oroccss. 

b.  In  the  PPOS,  the  Secretary  of  defense  decision-making  on 
individual  defense  system  pronrans  is  keyed  to  the  problem 
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of  balancinq  all  programs  within  the  established  r»[) 
fi  sea’  limits.  The  program  covered  by  a HCP  must  fit 
into  this  affordability  -frameworh. 

c.  The  DCP/TSTiTC  process  con;pl  enents  the  PPPS  by  addres- 
sing issues  related  to  the  oroqfess  of  individual 
defense  system  proarans  and  ensures  adequate  Secretary 
of  jefense  reviews  related  mainly  to  the  individual 
pronram  milestones,  rather  than  to  the  PPPS  schedule. 

d.  Secretary  of  lefense  decisions  made  throuqh  the  DCP/ 
SSARC  process  riust  be  reflected  in  the  FYPP.  This 
shall  be  accompl i sned  either  '1)  during  the  Program 
objective  ''erio random  (-0”,)  Issue  Paper/Proqran  decision 
denorandu:-  (^SM)  process,  or  (2)  during  the  Program/ 
^udget  Decision  (PSD)  nnacess,  oependina  on  when  the 
DCP/DSARC -related  decision  is  made. 

e.  In  cases  where  a '^OM  or  budget  submittal  to  DSD 
deviates  significantly  from  a previously  approved 
DCP/DSARC-related  decision,  this  fact  and  the  cost, 
scliedule  and  performance  impact  on  the  proaran  shall 
be  noted  in  the  pO"'  or  budget  submittal  and  explained. 

f.  dhen  an  DSD-generated  PPBS  document,  such  as  the 
Issue  Paper  or  PPD,  offers  an  alternative  to  the  DCP/ 
DSAPC-related  decision,  the  document  shall  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  cognizant  DSARC  chairman  and  other 
interested  DSARC  principals,  or  their  designees,  for 
coordination  or  coiment  and  recommendation,  as 
appropriate.  Tach  OC^  affected  by  an  approved 
decision  document  shall  be  updated  or  amended  within 
30  working  days  to  reflect  that  change  and  to  refer- 
ence the  appropriate  decision  dcxurient. 

2.  The  DCP/DSARC  Process  and  the  Program  Memorandiri  (P’l) . The 
is  essentiaVly  the  same' as  the  DD’  but  is  used  for  pro- 
grams whi^-h  though  importar  t may  not  ^ully  meet  the  criteria 
of  DoD  Directive  5000.1  (re'erence  (a))  as  a major  pronram 
warranting  a DCP.  The  use  of  a PM  to  support  program  re- 
views and  decision  making  shall  be  the  same  as  the  DCP 
except  that  (a)  signature  for  approval  shall  be  that  of  the 
appropriate  Chairman  of  DSARC  or  at  his  discretion  for- 
warded to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  for  signature,  (b)  the 
use  of  the  DSARC  to  review  the  program  shall  be  at  the 
discretion  of  the  DSARC  Chairman,  and  (c Icoordi nation  on 
a PM  may  require  that  of  the  DSARC  Chairman,  (lead  of  the 
DoD  Component  concerned,  and  only  others  ha vino  direct 
interest. 
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Specific  progran  ci rcunstances  nay  dictate  the  need  for  DoT 
Components  to  deviate  -^ro".  the  proceoj^es  outlined  herein,  '.'hen 
appropriate,  the  I'ead  of  the  coonizant  ho")  Component  may  reouest 


,;aiver  to  particular  rpq.ii  ro;ients  of  this  .ioC‘i"'ont  ^ror 


'1C 


appropriate  jLhh.i.  C liai  r.ian , inJicatinq  tiic  ci  rcit  stances  that 
justify  sucli  ‘..aiver. 

VI.  CFrccTiv:  hATC  v;3  nPir'ChTATn-: 

T!iis  Ir,st''-jction  is  effective  irredi atel y.  The  hoh  Conponefits 
wh’cn  h.ave  authority  and  responsibilities  under  ho'J  Directive 
CCCD.l  (reference  (a))  shell  transmit  t'lis  Instruction  to  all 
organizations  and  personnel  involve  ' in  major  defense  system 
ac  juisition  programs,  ’lo  inplementinn  policy  docu.icnts  are 
necessary . 


% 


halcom  ’ , Currie 
Director  Defense  "'.esearch 
and  Znqinoerir.n 


enclosure  - 1 

Tiie  Decision  Coordinating  Paper  (DCP) 

OT'dEP  DSARC  :!E“DERS  .APPP.hVriG  T'lIS  IFSTRUCTIh':; 


Terence  L.  IcClary 
A5D{Comptrol  ler) 


Arthur  I.  Hendolia 
ASDdSL) 


DTACCS 
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THE  DECISIOr,'  COGUnUjATING  PAPER  (OCP)* 
(Guidelines  For  ^reparation  And  Processinq) 


I.  GENERAL 

A.  The  DCP  is  a sunriary  document  of  not  rore  than  20  standard 
pages  that  provides  r.anagenent  with  the  essential  infomation 
on  a major  defense  system  nrogram  (DoO  Directive  5000.1, 
reference  (a)).  There  will  be  a DCP  for  each  major  defense 
system  orogram.  The  DCP  will  also  be  used  to  accommodate  oro- 
qrams  which  represent  major  modifications  to  existing  deployed 
systems. 

B.  The  form  and  content  of  each  DCP  issued  shall  focus  on  the 
particular  phase  of  the  program  it  is  intended  to  support, 
related  issues,  and  the  specific  decision  it  seeks. 

C.  The  "initial"  draft  DCP  is  a Military  Service  prepared  draft 
which  after  preliminary  review  within  the  OSD  becomes  a "for 
cement"  draft.  This  "for  comment"  draft  is  forwarded  to  all 
interested  groups  for  review  and  comnents.  When  revised  to 
reflect  these  comnents  it  becomes  the  "for  cooi-dination" 
draft  which  is  used  (1)  as  the  basis  for  DSARC  review,  (2) 
for  final  coordination,  and  (3)  signature  by  the  DSARC 
Principals;  the  Deputy  DDR6E  (T&E);  and  other  appropriate  sig- 
natories; and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  (see  subsection  III. A). 
The  "for  coordination"  draft  will  be  modified,  if  necessary  to 
reflect  the  Secretary  of  Defense  decision  prior  to  signature. 

D.  During  the  DCP  coordination,  key  issues  and  the  substance  of 
disagreements  shall  be  clearly  defined.  While  the  coordina- 
tion process  will  resolve  many  major  issues,  it  may  not  be 
possible  to  resolve  all  issues.  However,  it  is  required 
that  the  unresolved  issues  be  clearly  identified  in  the  DCP. 
Conflicting  viewpoints  shall  be  documented,  supported  and 
highlighted  in  the  DCP. 

E.  Each  DCP  will  identify  any  approved  Area  Coordinating  Paper 
(ACP),  or  Mission  Concept  Paper  (MCP)  encompassing  the  specific 
mission  area  to  which  it  relates. 

F.  Each  DCP  shall  contain  a Resource  Annex.  For  each  prtigram 
alternative  in  the  DCP,  this  annex  shall  specify  Cost  Data, 
Prockjction  Data,  and  Inventory/Objectives  Data  using  the  same 
format  as  that  employed  in  the  submission  of  Congressional 
Data  Sheets,  as  described  in  the  Budget  Guidance  manual,  DoD 
711 0-1 -H  (reference  (i)).  The  Annex  will  indicate,  for  each 

*Pormerly  referred  to  as  "Development  Concept  Paper." 
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program  alternative;  the  required  changes  to  previously  allo- 
cated DoD  Component  resources  and  any  changes  to  previous 
estimates  for  the  program. 

G.  The  DCP  will  remain  in  existence  throughout  the  complete 
acquisition  phase  of  a program.  The  DCP  shall  be  reviewed 
annually  and  updated  as  appropriate  (see  subsection  III.E.). 

H.  Cost  escalatici  shall  be  handled  in  the  DCP  in  the  same  manner 
as  in  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report  (SAR),  prescribed  by 
DoD  Instruction  7000.3  (reference  (h)), 

II.  DCP  OBJECTIVES 

A.  The  basic  objectives  of  each  DCP,  regardless  of  which 
Secretary  of  Oefense  decision  it  supports.,  are  to: 

1.  Ensure  collaboration  and  essential  debate  by  DSARC 
Principals,  and  other  key  officials  as  appropriate,  before 
Secretary  of  Defense  decisions. 

2.  Relate  the  phasing  of  the  development  and  acquisition 
program  to  force  modemizaticn  needs  in  the  appropriate 
mission  area,  utilizing  information  on  projected  budgetary 
constraints  when  possible. 

3.  Identify  major  issues  or  differences  of  opinion  that 
bear  on  the  immediate  Secreta»-y  of  Defense  decision. 

4.  Identify  and  evaluate  feasible  program  alternatives 
based  on  their  acquisition  and  ownership  costs  and  pro- 
jected performance  against  the  established  need.  Evalu- 
ations shall  include  consideration  of  new  development, 
improving  existing  systems,  and  ^oreign  developments. 

5.  Show  how  the  program  relates  to  similar  programs  in  other 
Military  Services  and  ensure  no  unnecessary  duplication. 

6.  Identify,  and  present  a plan  for  the  resolution  of  those 
issues  and  risks  that  are  anticipated  during  the  next 
program  phase. 

7.  Establish  the  plan.  Including  test  and  evaluation  effort, 
for  the  next  program  phase  (DoD  Directive  5000.3, 
reference  (c)).  Develop  a fall-back  plan  for  an  alter- 
native program  if  objectives  are  not  achieved. 

8.  Define  considerations  of  interoperability  with  other 
force  elements.  This  shall  Include  a statement  of  ‘■he 
plan  to  arWress  such  factors  as  electromagnetic  compati- 
bility and  identification  needs  when  applicable. 
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9.  Summarize  the  technical  readiness  of  subsystems  and  the  degree 
of  standardization  includino  test  and  support  equipment. 

10.  Establish  cost,  perfornance  and  schedule  thresholds  for  the 
total  program  and  the  next  program  ptiase,  includino  funding 
limits  fo»  maintaining  alternatives,  ^ddress  the  estimated 
probability  of  producing  and  supportino  the  adequate  number  of 
systems  within  realistic  resource  and  tine  limitations. 

n.  Describe  management  responsibility,  structure  and  planned 
management  systems. 

12.  Establish  objectives  and  limits  of  authority  that  are  delegated 
to  the  cognizant  DoD  Component(s)  for  conductino  the  next  phase 
of  the  program. 

13.  Assure  that  the  acquisition  strategy  and  related  contract 
plan  are  consistent  with  program  characteristics,  including 
risk.  Assure  that  economic  and  technical  competition  to  the 
maximum  extent  feasible  is  planned. 

14.  Identify  the  e'^vironriental  considerations  as  required  by  DoD 
Directive  6050.1  (reference  (n)), 

15.  Identify  impact  of  the  proposed  system  program  on  the  utili- 
zation or  expansion  of  HoD  facilities. 

16.  Ensure  consideration  of  such  international  aspects  as  buying 
foreign  systems,  joint  development  programs,  and  sales  to 
allied  countries. 

17.  Identify  the  elements  of  the  program  that  require  protection 
by  security  classification. 

18.  Identify  any  dociflnents(s)  that  develop  the  analytical  rationale 
for  force -level  projections  or  goals. 

D.  ^to^mally,  the  DCP  I,  which  supports  the  decision  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  to  enter  the  Program  Validation  Phase.,  will  accormodate 
the  basic  objectives  chove  and  place  added  emphasis  on  the  follow- 
ing areas: 

1.  Identify  threat  factors  as  analyzed  in  appropriate  documents. 

2.  Describe  and  substantiate  the  operational  need. 

3.  Identify  broad  performance  objectives;  substantiate  that  these 
performance  objectives  meet  the  operational  need. 

4.  Identify  the  critical  questions  and  areas  of  risk  to  be  resolved 
by  test  and  evaluation  and  provide  a simary  statement  of  test 
objoctives,  schedules,  and  mi lestones. 
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Identify  orel  ininary  cost  and  sc^e<iu^e  estinates,  snd  identify 
desicn-to-coGt  qoals  or  indicate  v;hen  these  will  be  established. 

6.  Identify  critical  logistics  support  factors  that  must  be  con- 
sidered during  the  acquisition. 

7.  Identify  issues  which  must  be  resolved  prior  to  DS/'.RC  IT  and 
ensure  that  the  oroarani  is  adequate  to  resolve  them. 

C.  ilormally,  'JCP  II,  which  supports  the  decision  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  to  enter  the  Full-Scale  Fnqineerino  Development  Phase,  will 
accormodate  the  basic  objectives  above  and  place  added  emphasis  on 
the  ^ollowinq  areas; 

1.  Confi  r'l  the  operational  need,  considering  c^'anqes  in  policy  or 
threat  since  the  initial  Secretary  of  Defense  decision. 

2.  Establish  and  substantiate  the  specific  performance  objectives 
including  the  reliability  an-^  maintainability  requirements . 

3.  ‘’resent  results  test  and  evaluation  accomplished  to  date,  an 
updated  statement  of  critical  questions  and  areas  cf  risk  still 
needing  esolution  by  test,  and  a detailed  statement  of  test 
plans  and  milestones  (DoD  Directive  5DC0.3,  reference  (c)). 

‘i . Present  results  of  cost,  performance,  and  schedule  trade-off 
analyses,  and  cost  effectiveness  studies  as  reouired. 

5.  Present  the  design-to-cost  noals  and  rationale. 

6.  Identify  and  evaluate  the  logistic  support  alternatives  in- 
cluding their  impact  on  design. 

7.  Identify  issues  v/hich  must  be  resolved  prior  to  DSARC  III  and 
ensure  that  the  program  is  adequate  to  resolve  them. 

D.  'lomally,  DCP  III,  which  supports  the  decision  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  to  enter  the  Production/Deployment  Phase  v/ill  accommodate 
the  basic  objectives  above  and  place  added  emphasis  on  the 
following  areas: 

1.  Confirm  the  operational  need,  considering  changes  in  policy  or 
threat  since  the  previous  Secretary  of  Defense  decision. 

2.  Evaluate  the  degree  of  achievement  of  performance  objectives 
including  reliability  and  maintainability. 

3.  Provide  an  assessment  of  system  produetbil i ty,  operational 
suitability,  and  logistic  supportabil ity. 
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4.  Present  fa)  an  assessment  oJ  the  developnent  and  opera- 
tional test  and  evaluation  *-c-5u1ts  and  the  readiness  of 
the  systen  to  enter  prod,..ction,  and  (b)  the  scope  and 
schedule  for  any  test  and  evaluation  still  to  be  accon- 
plished.  (DoD  Directive  5000.3,  reference  (c).) 

5.  Present  results  of  cost,  perfomance,  and  schedule 
trade-off  analyses  and  cost  effectiveness  analyses  as 
required.  (These  analyses  shall  relate  to  acquisition, 
ooeratina  and  suDoort  costs). 

6.  Describe  the  procurement  plan,  including  any  options  and 
how  it  relates  to  the  proposed  contract. 

7.  Validate  that  technical  r' sks  have  been  elinir.ated  or 
are  in  hand. 

5.  Present  the  integrated  logistic  support  plan  and  produc- 
tion plan. 

E.  ‘ior'ally,  for  ship  prograns,  DCP  I,  II  and  III  vnll  be 
developed  when  preparing  to  start  Prelininary  Desion, 

Contract  Design  and  Detailed  Design  (■^or  the  first  procure- 
nent-funded  ship)  respectively.  The  DCp  III  will  be  up- 
dated for  the  follow-ship  pr'ocurenent  D5ARC  review. 

III.  RESPO:iSIBllITIES 

A.  Preparation  and  coordination  of  the  DCP  shall  be  accor^lished 
as  follows: 

1.  The  Mead  of  the  DoD  Component  concerned  shall  be  respon- 
sible for  the  completeness  and  adequacy  of  the  DCP. 

2.  The  cognizant  DoO  Component  shall  prepare  the  "initial 
draft"  of  each  DCP,  based  upon  .an  OSD-approved  outline, 
and  forward  it  to  the  responsible  DSAp,C  Chairman's  staff 
office  {ODDR&E,  0A5D(IAL),  OASD(I)  or  ODTACCS)  for  review 
and  coordination  with  all  interested  OSD  offices. 

3.  The  responsible  OSD  staff  shall  prepare  and  distribute 
an  acceptable  "for  connent"  draft  to  the  interested 
offices,  including  that  of  the  cognizant  OoD  Component, 
who  will  return  their  comments  within  15  working  days. 

4.  Upon  receipt,  the  DSARC  Chairman's  staff  office  will 
accomodate  the  contnents  in  a "for  coordination"  draft, 
which  must  be  available  for  review  by  the  DSARC  princi- 
pals and  the  iiead  of  the  co^iizant  DoO  Component  at 
least  10  working  days  prior  to  the  DSARC  review. 
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5.  Although  the  sinnatories  on  a OCP  nay  vary  fron  program  to 
orogram,  the  coordination  shall  always  include  the  DSARC 
principals,  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  '^taff,  or  his 
designee;  the  Deputy  DORAE  (Test  and  Evaluation);  and  the 
^^ead  0^  the  coonizant  DoO  Component. 

6.  Final  DCP  coordination  shall  be  accormiished  on  the  "for  coord- 
ination" draft.  Signature  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
consinr'ate  the  decision  and  approve  the  DCP. 

3.  "he  offices  ^’entioned  in  subsection  !II.,A.  are  responsible  for 
providing  an  appropriate  representation  of  the  concerns  of  their 
functional  area  to  the  DSARC  Chairman's  staff  office  responsible 
for  the  DC?  coordination.  The  OSD  staff  office  responsible  for  the 
DCP  will  ensure  that  participants'  comments  are  considered  and 
decision  alternatives  and  unresolved  issues  are  clearly  represented 
in  the  DC". 

C.  Resnonsi  b' ^ i ty  for  distributing  the  DC?  following  a Secretary  of 
Defense  decision,  or  for  revising  the  DC^  tc  reflect  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  decision  set  forth  in  a decision  menorandun,  n-sts  with 
the  aouropr’ote  DSARC  Chairman's  sta'f  office.  Tltese  actions  shall 
be  completed  within  30  working  days  after  a Secretary  of  Defense 
decision  is  made. 

D.  Responsibility  for  notifying  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  tie  DSARC 
C^iaiman  v/hen  a proaran  threshold  established  in  the  DCP  has  been 
breached,  or  is  forecast  to  be  breacied.  -ests  with  the  Head  of 
the  co(,,'i2ant  DoD  Conoonent. 

Resoonsibi  ' ty  for  annual  review  of  each  DC?  rests  with  the  Head  of 
the  cognizant  DoD  Component.  This  review  will  normally  be  held 
after  the  .January  FYDP  updatinn. 

1.  The  Component  liead  shall  fonvard  the  results  of  the  review  and 
any  proposed  revision  to  the  appropriate  DSARC  chairman  for 
coordi  r^ation  with  the  DSARC  Principals  and  the  Deputy  DDP.SE 
(TSEj,  and  other  appropriate  signatories  (see  subection  III. A.) 
The  DCP  revision  shall  be  completed  within  90  days,  when 
necessary,  in  the  simplest  and  most  expeditious  manner  (by 
Cover  Sheet,  if  feasible). 

2.  In  particular,  the  resource  annex  to  the  DC?  shall  be  reviewed 
and  revised  as  necessary  to  assure  consistency  with  the 
previous  year's  actual  funding,  current  year's  anticipated 
funding,  budaet  year  funding  per  the  President's  budget,  and 
out-year  funding  per  the  FYDP.  If  only  the  resource  annex  to 
the  DCP  is  being  changed,  the  revised  resource  annex  may  be 
attached  to  the  DCP  Cover  Sheet  indicating  that  no  other  change 
■was  made  to  the  DCP. 
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3,  Even  when  no  changes  are  deer.ied  necessary  following  the  annual 
review,  a Cover  Sheet  shall  be  appended  to  the  OCP,  indicating 
the  review  has  been  accomplished;  this  Cover  Sheet  shall  be 
distributed  to  the  DSARC  principals  and  others  as  appropriate. 

F.  Responsibility  for  obtaining  reprograrmiing  approval,  following  a 
Secretary  of  Defense  decision,  rests  with  the  Head  of  the  cogni- 
zant DoD  Component  (OoD  Directive  7250.5,  reference  (f)). 
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Department  of  Defense  Directive 


Di  fcnsf  Systems  AcmSsition  Rovie"  C^nnri’.  (PSARC) 


References; 


(a)  DoD  Directive  5000.1,  "Acquisition  of  Major 

Defense  Systens,  ' July  13,  1971 

(b)  DoD  Instruction  5000.2,  'The  Decision 

Coordinating  Paper  (DCP)  and  the  Defense 
Systens  Acquisition  Review  Council 
(DSARC),"  January  21, 

(c)  DoD  Directive  5000.3,  "Test  and  Evaluation," 

Janua>7  19,  1973 

(d)  DoO  Directive  5000. A,  "OSD  Cost  Analysis 

Improvement  Group,"  June  13,  1973 

(e)  Deputy  Secretary/  of  Defense  Multiaddressee 

Memorandum  "Establishment  of  Defense 
Systems  Acquisition  Review  Council," 

May  30,  1969  (hereby  cancelled) 


I.  PURPOSE 


This  Directive  provides  a permanent  charter  for  the 
Defense  Systens  Acquisition  Review  Council  (DSARC) 
originally  established  in  reference  (e). 

CAriCELLATlOri 

Reference  (e)  is  hereby  superseded  and  cancelled. 


III.  APPLICABILITY 


The  provisions  of  this  Directive  apply  to  the  Office 
Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Military  Departments,  the 
Organization  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  and 
Defense  Agencies  (herein  after  referred  to  collectively 
as  "DoD  Components")  having  responsibilities  related  to 
the  acquisition  of  major  defense  systems. 


IV.  FUNCTION 


A.  The  function  of  the  DSARC  is  to  serve  as  an  advisory  body  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  the  acquisition  of  major  defense 
systefn  proqrams  and  related  policies,  and  to  provide  him  with 
supporting  information  and  recommendations  when  decisions 
are  necessary. 

B.  The  DSARC  will  serve  to  complement  the  Decision  Coordinating 
Paper  (DCP),  formerly  known  as  the  Development  Concept  Paper, 
which  continues  as  a formal  DoD  management  and  decision- 
making system  for  the  acquisition  of  major  systems  (DoD 
Directive  5000.1  and  DoD  Instruction  5000.2,  references 

(a)  and  (b)). 

C.  Reviews  by  the  DSARC  are  intended  to  provide  opet.  discussion 
of  issues  and  alternatives  by  DoD  officials,  based  upon  the 
most  complete  information  available,  to  ensure  that  the 
advice  given  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  is  as  complete  and 
as  objective  as  possible. 

V.  COMPOSITION 

A.  The  OSARC  principals  shall  be  the  Director  of  Defense 
Research  and  Engineering,  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
(Installations  and  Logistics),  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
(Comptroller),  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Program 
Analysis  and  Evaluation)  and,  for  proqrams  within  their  areas 
of  responsibility,  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
(Intelligence)  and  Director  Telecomnun ications  and  Command 
and  Control  Systems.  Other  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Defense 
having  interest  in  specific  programs  (e.q..  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  (International  Security  Affairs), 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Public  Affairs),  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  (Manpovrer  and  Reserve  Affairs),  or 

the  General  Counsel  may  be  invited  to  serve  as  principals, 
when  appropriate. 

B.  The  Deputy  Director  of  Defense  Research  and  Engineering 
(Test  and  Evaluation)  will  participate  in  the  DSARC  reviews 
and  process;  he  will  report  to  the  OSARC  and  to  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  his  evaluation  of  the  program  test  plans  and  test 
results  (DoD  Directive  5000.3,  reference  (c))  as  to  their 
adequacy  to  support  the  decision  under  consideration. 

C.  The  Chairman  of  the  Cost  Analysis  Improvement  G»-oup  (CAIG) 
will  serve  as  an  advisor  to  the  OSARC  reporting  the  CAIG 
evaluation  of  the  Military  Service  cost  estimates  of  the 
program  (DoD  Directive  5000.4,  reference  (d ) ) at  each  decision 
point. 
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D.  The  Head  of  the  cognizant  9oD  Component  and  the  Chairman  of 
the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  or  their  representatives,  '.vill 
participate  in  the  DSARC  reviews.  The  JCS  representative 
will  serve  as  an  advisor  to  the  DSARC  and  provide  to  the 
DSARC  a statement  of  the  JCS  position  relating  to  the  system 
orogram. 

C.  Other  key  officials  may  be  invited  to  participate  in  the 
meetings,  or  to  serve  as  advisors,  by  the  DSARC  Chairman  on 
a case-by-case  basis. 

F.  An  Executiv  Secretary  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Chairman. 

G.  The  DSARC  shall  be  chaired  by: 

1.  The  DDR&E  for  the  Program  initiation  and  full-scale 

engineering  development  decisions  and  for  all  special 
reviews  when  system  development  is  the  primary  issue, 

2.  The  ASD(IuL)  for  production  decisions  and  for  all  special 

reviews  when  system  production,  procurement,  maintenance 
or  logistic  support  is  the  primary  issue. 

3.  The  ASD(I)  or  the  DTACCS  will  serve  as  co-chairman  with 

DORSE  or  ASD(ISL),  as  appropriate,  for  programs  their 
primary  responsibility. 


VI.  OPERATION 

A.  Reviews  may  be  requested  by  any  of  the  DSARC  Principals  or 

by  the  Head  of  the  cognizant  DoO  Component.  The  DSARC  Chair- 
man will  provide  official  notice  of  all  meetings. 

B.  An  informal  pre-DSARC  staff  planning  meeting  may  be  initiated 
and  chaired  by  the  DSARC  Chairman's  cognizant  staff  assistant. 
This  meeting  will  be  attended  by  the  appropriate  staff 
members  from  the  offices  of  the  DSARC  principals  and  the 
Deputy  DDRSE(TSE),  the  CAIG  Chairman,  representative (s)  from 
the  cognizant  DoD  Component,  and  the  DSARC  Executive 
Secretary.  The  meeting  should  be  held  approximately  60 
working  days  prior  to  the  scheduled  DSARC  meeting  depending 

on  the  complexity  of  the  issues  to  be  discussed  at  the  DSARC 
review.  The  purpose  of  the  meeting  shall  be  to  discuss  (1) 
the  specific  issues  and  alternatives  to  be  treated  at  the 
DSARC  review;  (2)  the  information  that  will  be  made  available 
to  support  the  DSARC  deliberations;  (3)  the  readiness  of  the 
program  for  DSARC  review;  and  (4)  the  schedule  of  DSARC 
related  events  leading  to  the  DSARC  review. 

C.  A scheduled  DSARC  review  shall  precede  the  recommendation  by 
the  DSARC  Principals  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  proceed 
with  the  Program  Initiation  (Validation  Phase),  the 
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Fiill-ri  'all  En^ini.' e r ing  Dc-velopment  Phase  and  the  Pr  oduction  / De  pi  o y - 
ment  Phase  of  a major  Defense  system  orogram.  The  follov.>ing  are 
guidelines  for  the  conduct  of  these  DSARC  revieves. 

1.  The  DSARC  I Review  (Program  InitiationJ 

a.  At  the  DSARC  I review  leading  to  the  program  initiation  deci- 
sion, the  iollowing  i\ill  be  detern\ined; 

(1)  A potential  ii.ilitarv  need  exists  for  a new  Defense  system 
or  an  improved  system. 

(21  The  military  requirements  properly  relate  to  the  mission, 
the  thri'at,  and  force  obsolescence. 

(3)  .-Mternative  Defense  systems  that  will  satisfy  the  military 
need  including  system  modernizations  and  foreign  devel- 
opments have  been  considered  along  with  anticipated  re- 
sources for  rcsolv'ing  the  need. 

(4  I Broad  -ision/performancc  re qui r aments /s pe ci fications 
are  adequately  defined  (technically)  and  are  economically 
plausibl  e. 

(5l  .Anticipated  quantity,  resource  and  schedule  estimates 
arc  realistic  and  acceptable  ia  conte.xt  uith  affordability 
limits.  The  appropriate  acquisition  (e.  g.  , planning  esti- 
mates) and  oi^nership  cost  estimates  have  been  \alidated 
by  independent  assessment  (DoD  Direi  ti\e  5000,4, 
reference  ( d ) ) . 

(6)  Major  problems,  issues,  and  risks  are  identified  and 
suitable  methods  for  their  resolution,  such  as  the  use  of 
prototypes,  arc  planned. 

(7)  The  statements  of  Questions  and  issues  and  of  test  objec- 
tives and  schedules  are  adequate  (DoD  Directive  5000.  3, 
reference  (c)). 

(8)  C ritical 'logistic  support  factors  and  facilities  impact  have 
been  identified. 

(‘^1  Future  support  costs  including  a comparison  with  those  of 
current  system.s,  have  been  considered, 

(10)  The  use  of  currently  available  subsystems  sersus  devel- 
opment of  new  subsystems,  has  been  or  will  be  considered. 

(Ill  Economic  and  technical  competition  to  the  maximum 
c.xtcnt  feasible  is  planned. 
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(12  ) l^rograni  throshylds  in  thi-  DCP  art*  appropriate,  well - 
de! '.nt-d,  and  provirie  t he  flexibility  for  ac e n mp)  i s h i n c 
tradeoffs*  v.hilo  »*nijurinc  timely  identi  li  < at  lon  oi  i tn  i f i - 
.ant  probienis. 

fM)  Pra».tical  tradeoffs  have  been  made  betv-  en  perfornianc  e, 
riSr.-',  and  sehefiule. 

(141  Trie  aeci'aiSsti  jr.  >trattoy  includjr.y  type  if  contract  is  eun- 
s.ster.t  with  or  yram  characteristics  anri  rish. 

(1^)  Possible  alternative  fall-back  posit;on(sl  are  a>.ailable 
>T;  the  event  the  proposed  approach  to  the  program  is 
unsuccessful. 

(i*  ) Design -to -cost  coals,  related  reliability  and  niainta'.n - 
ability  coals,  and  associatt'd  thresholds  are  established. 

(17^  Recuisilej*  lor  transition  to  :ull-.S4.ai«  engineering  develop- 
ment ha-,  e been  e«tablishod, 

tl'i  Th.«-  program  plan  lor  this  phase  ;s  adequate. 

r.'SAPf'  I re-  •••*.«  <jr«-  cenerally  < ond‘o  ted  if.  t on.s-der  tlie  readi- 
ic*  pro^  »M  d the  Prografn  Ir.if.acion  ^Validation  Phase). 

.A -id i t ; onal  DSARC  I tvpe  resic-o  may  be  reouired  to  consider 

.maior  changes  in  the  need/threat.-  a uilable  t'-<nnology  or  budg- 
et rerui  rernents  that  r*aylar--.e  place  d’-irir’c  the  \’alidation  Phase. 

DSARC  II  Revievc  (Pull -Scale  Engineering  Development) 

Ar.  the  DSARC  II  rec  -eev  loadmi:  to  th.e  lull -scale  ^'nEi^eering  clr- 

velopn'.ent  deciSiOn  the  iollov.ir.g  '.'■ill  be  determined: 

il  ) The  Defi'nse  system  still  .^atisfie.s  tht'  militarv  need  and  the 
recu  1 r en'ient  s properlv  relate  to  the  niission,  the  threat, 
and  anticipated  resources  - -considi  ring  changes  that  have 
occurred  since  the  presioiis  Secretary  of  Defense  decision. 

(2  1 Systen*  tradeoffs  have  produced  a proper  balarce  between 
cost,  schedul*  and  perforniance,  inciudint  r el  iahiil  it  y and 
ina  inta  ir.ab'.l  i t v, 

(3)  Quantity,  resource,  and  schedule-  estimates  are  realistic 

and  acceptable.  Rtdativc  . ost  estimates  of  support  and 
opv-rations  ha’.e  been  e-%alu<tted  fe.  D'  -vear  cost).  Cost 

estirnates  for  both  acquisition  and  support  :ia\e  been 
validated  by  independent  assessment  (DoD  i.brective  SOC'O.  4, 
ri.-ference  (d)b 

(4)  \laior  UP r t* rta i nti e s and  risks  have  been  redi.iced  to  accept- 
able' le'cels  and  effective’  methods  arc  i\ientified  to  resol\’’ 
residual  un«.  eriainties  and  risks, 

( f- ' Th*'  proposed  system  is  c ost -‘tiei  ti -v  e •-nn", pared  with  com- 
peting alternative  ways  of  satisfvmc  the  military  need. 


(6)  ValiJ  1esn:n-to-cost  aoals  arc  c stut;  1 i she-' . 

(7)  ^roqrai"  tarcshnlds  in  the  "CP  are  aporoiiriate  and  '/ell 
■ief  ined. 

(3)  The  approach  for  selection  of  najo""  sjbsystev.’.s  has  been 
clearly  identifiec;  and  the  proqra.'i  has  considered  the  jse 

■ " currently  available  sub systc'-.s  versus  nei;  Jevelon^'ent 

■ i.icl  u'Ji  ne  test  and  support  equi|r:ent). 

{"]  The  de vcl oprient  and  onerational  test  and  evaluation  al- 
ready conducted  has  progressed  satisfactorily,  and  the 
■^uture  test  prograr  proposed  (e.n.,  objectives,  olans  and 
sc'itdules)  is  sound  (3cO  Directive  S'lDD.-.,  reference  (c)). 

(10)  An  integrated  test  and  evaluation  plan  has  been  prepared 
■.-'hicn  identifies  and  integrates  the  effort  and  schedules 
:f  all  '33  to  be  acco: -pi  ished  and  ensures  t'lat  all 
necessary  T3L  is  accor.pl i siied  prior  to  the  decision  points 
(Doj  Directive  300''. 3,  rofe'-ence  (c)). 

(11)  ~ 'e  nronra'i  ''anageiient  structure  and  olan  arc  sounl. 

(12)  "ax'  ' practical  use  of  co- peti tier  ''as  been  incorporated 
in  t acquisition  plan. 

(13)  The  acquisition  strategy  including  ccnt>"3ct  type  is  con- 
sistent '..'ith  pronran  characteristics  and  risl;. 

(14)  The  proposed  fall-bad;  position(s',  if  any,  '-as  been 
reassessed  and  found  suitable. 

(13)  dequi  sites  for  the  product  ion/f.eoloy-ef.t  loci  si  on,  in- 
cluding loeistics  support,  have  b'-'on  1 _ 

b.  OSOvP.C  II  revie\.‘s  are  generally  conducted  to  censider -.lajor 

decisions  for  initiation  of  full-scale  enm'neer'inn  dovelopnient . 
Additional  reviews  may  focus  on  procure:  ent  of  additional 
development  models  to  continue  testin'',  or  reorientation  of  the 
development  program. 

3 . The  DSARC  III  Review  (Production/Deploynent ) 

a.  At  the  DSARC  III  review  leadinn  to  the  product  ion/ deployment 
decision,  the  folloiving  shall  be  deternined: 

(1)  The  defense  system  st’11  satisfies  a military  need  and  its 
performance  properly  relates  to  the  mission,  the  threat, 
planning  and  policy  guidance,  -nd  anticipated  resources-- 
considering  changes  that  have  occurred  since  the  previous 
Secretary  of  Defense  decision,. 
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(2) 


Test  results,  based  on  development  test  and  initial  operational 
test  and  evaluation  (lOT&E),  are  adequate  to  support  a decision 
to  proceed  with  major  production,  and  plans  and  schedules  for 
remaining  testing  are  adequate  as  provided  in  DoD  Directive 
5000.3  (reference  (c)). 

(3)  C^jantity,  resource  and  schedule  estimates  are  still  realistic 
and  acceptable.  Relative  cost  estimates  of  support  and 
operation  have  been  evaluated  (e.g.,  10  year  cost)  where 
relevant.  The  cost  estimates  for  both  acquisition  and  support 
have  been  validated  by  independent  assessment  (DoD  Directive 
5000.4,  reference  (d)). 

(A)  The  defense  system  is  cost-effective  for  both  acquisition  and 
support  compared  with  competing  alternative  ways  of  satisfying 
the  mil ita ry  need. 

(5)  System  tradeoffs  have  produced  a proper  balance  between  cost, 
schedule  and  performance,  including  reliability  and  maintain- 
abi 1 i ty. 

(6)  Program  thr'?sholds  in  the  OCP  are  well  defined. 

(7)  Production  quantity  requirements  are  valid. 

(8)  Issues  concerning  production,  logistic  support,  facilities  and 
maintenance  are  identified  and  plans  for  their  resolution  are 
sound . 

(9)  The  program  management  structure  and  plan  are  sound. 

(10)  All  major  problems  have  been  revealed  and  solutions  to 
residual  risks  have  been  identified. 

(11)  The  acquisition  strategy  and  contract  plan  are  consistent  with 
program  characteristics  and  risks  and  the  approach  to  con- 
tractor selection  is  sound.  The  proposed  contract  type  and 
options,  if  any,  provide  DoO  flexibility  for  increasing  or 
decreasing  the  production  rate  and  total  quantity. 

(12)  Requisites  for  future  production  decisions  have  been  defined 
and  competitio.T  (e.g.,  second  source  and/or  breakout)  has  been 
considered. 

(13)  The  plan  for  transition  to  production  and  deployment  is 
adequate  including  integration  with  existing  operational 
systems. 

b.  DSARC  III  reviews  are  conducted,  in  general,  to  consider  production/ 

deployment  decisions.  Additional  reviews  may  focus  on  such 


7 


decisions  as  <^e1ease  o'  funds  fof  Innn  lead  itn”is, 
release  of  pilot  or  li’-itcd  nrodrrtior.,  a linited  buy 
or  full  oroduction. 

4.  Ship  Proqrans.  ‘tonridlly,  for  s^io  oroqrar-,  the  DSA'IC  I and  IT 
reviews  will  occur  prior  to  start  o'  Prel'"inary  hesinn  and 
Contract  Cesinn,  resnecti vely.  ^ [)S",RC  I ' reviev.  \;i  1 1 be  con- 
ducted prior  to  start  of  Detailed  Desion  ''or  the  first  pro- 
curement-funded ship).  'Jpon  satisfactory  oronress  of  the  test 
and  evaluation  related  to  the  ship  class  an  ad.-'itional  DSADC  III 
review  will  i)e  conducted  orior  to  approval  to  procurt?  Follo'/- 
Sh'ps  (DoD  Directive  SCDo.';,  reference  (c)). 

j.  CoGCial  meetinos  o'  the  DS'DC  'lay  be  reou’-re!  to  a^'dress  special 
probl  Qi'is  that  arise  in  the  acquisition  of  a de'ense  syste^i  ormrom 
that  nay  require  a Secretary  o'  De'ense  decision.  THese  neetinqs 
nay  be  requested  by  the  "ead  o'  the  connizant  DoD  Cocioonent  or  by 
one  of  the  Drincioals  to  review  the  issues  to  be  resolved  and 

to  prepare  approp'-iate  recommendations  as  to  the  course  o'  action 
for  consideration  and  aoproval  by  the  Socreta'^y  of  ue'ense. 

1 , '.'hen  there  is  a breach  of  ')CP  threshold,  or  a threatonei  breach, 
the  dead  o'  the  DoD  C'yinonent  concerned  shall  nofi';/  the 
Chairnan  inforially  and  follow  this  noti'ication  bv  'ornal 
nenoranduri  indication  the  circumstances,  the  seriousness  of  the 
breach  and  alternative  courses  of  action  open  to  the  Secretary 
of  Defense.  The  DSSRC  Chairman  will  evaluate  toe  situation  to 
determine  whether  or  not  the  DSARC  will  meet  to  develop  a set 
of  recomendati ons  to  the  Secretary  o'  De'ense,  "hero  the 
situation  can  be  resolved  easily,  a DSADC  review  is  not  neededi 
the  DSARC  Chairr’an  shall  prepare  a memorandum  to  the  Secretary 
of  Defense,  with  a proposed  action  mo'-orandum  for  Secretary  o' 
Defense  signature;  he  shall  coordinate  the  position  with  the 
DS/\RC  Principals  and  the  Deputy  DDRSF  (TSE),  prior  to  submis- 
sion to  Secretary  of  Defense.  (Sane  procedure  as  subsection 
VII. E.  ) 

2.  The  DSARC  may  also  meet  to  consider  the  adequacy  o'  the  current 
system  acquisition  policies  or  the  desirability  c'  new  or 
revised  poiicies, 

E.  The  Chairman  of  the  DSARC  may  request  an  Executive  Session  of  the 
DSARC  Principals  to  develop  a set  of  recomendati  ons  that  can  be 
forv/arded  to  the  ‘Secretary  o'  Defense.  The  Chairman  nay  invite 
other  key  participants  in  the  DSARC  review  to  attend  this  Executive 
Ss  s 5 i 0 n 

F.  The  following  prerequisites  to  DSARC  reviews  are  required  in  the 
tine  frame  indicated  below  or  as  far  in  advance  as  possible  in  the 
case  of  a special  meeting  of  the  DSARC. 
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1.  The  "for  coordination"  dra^t  DCP  - 1 ^ oays  prior  to  the 
scheduled  date  of  the  DSARC  review. 

2.  The  Deputy  DDR&F  (TtE)  report  of  the  test  prooram  (DoD 
Directive  5000.3,  reference  (c))  - 2 days  prior  to  the 
scheduled  date  of  the  DSARC  review. 

3.  The  Chairnan  Cost  Analysis  Inprovement  Group  (CAIGl 
report  on  the  evaluation  of  the  ‘'lilitary  Service  cost 
estiriates  (DoD  Directive  GOhci.a,  reference  (d))  - 5 days 
prior  to  the  scheduled  date  ot  the  DSARC  reviev;. 

RCS^D-.SICILITIFS 


A.  ’■'-e  Head  of  the  coanizant  DoD  Comnonent  shall  subnit  to  the 
staff  of  the  anorooriate  DSARC  Cliaiman  an  "initial  draft" 
nr  a new  updated  draft  DCP  in  sufficient  tine,  nomally  a 60 
day  lead  tine,  to  ensure  the  availability  of  a "fo'-  coordi- 
nation"' draft  DCP  at  least  ID  v-«rkinn  days  prior  to  the  DSA^C 
review. 

B.  The  follov/‘>nq  are  responsible  for  assurino  availah-Hity  o^ 
the  infornation  specified  in  subsection  VI. F.  to  the  DSARC 
Principals  durir.q  the  10  workinn  days  prior  to  the  scheduled 
DSARC  neetina,  or  as  far  in  advance  as  possible  for  a special 
DSARC  review; 

1.  The  staff  of  the  DSARC  Chairran  - the  "for  coordination" 
draft  DCP. 

2.  The  Deputy  DORSE  (TEE)  - his  test  and  evaluation  renort. 

3.  The  Chairnan  Cost  Analysis  Inprovenent  Groun  (CAIG)  - 
the  CAIG  evaluation  of  the  Service  cost  estinates. 

C.  The  DSARC  principals,  after  review  of  the  "for  coordination" 
draft,  nay  subnit  their  coments  on  the  issues  to  be 
resolved  at  the  neetinq  to  the  Head  of  the  coonizant  DoD 
Conponent  and  to  the  DSARC  Chairnan. 

D.  The  DSARC  Executive  Secretary,  aopointed  by  the  DSARC 
Ciiairnan,  shall  be  responsible  '^’or  adninistration  of  the 
DSARC.  He  shall  schedule  and  announce  each  nieetina,  orovide 
the  aaenda  for  all  participants,  and  record  the  proceedinos. 
He  shall  collaborate  with  the  appropriate  DSARC  Chairnan 's 
staf^"  office  in  the  preparation  and  coordination  o'  the 
DSARC  reconmendations  and  action  nenoranda. 


9 


-1,  75- 


E.  The  DSARC  Chairman  will  provide  to  the  Sectetary  of  Defense 
within  15  working  days  following  the  DSARC  review  (1)  a clear 
and  objective  statement  of  all  issues,  and  the  recommendations 
of  the  DSARC;  and  (2)  a proposed  action  memorandum  for  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  signature,  reflecting  the  DSARC  recommen- 
dations. Such  report  will  be  drafted  by  the  DSARC  Chairman 
and  be  coordinated  with  the  other  DSARC  Principals  and  the 
Deputy  DDR£<E  (T&E);  it  shall  include  any  dissenting  views. 

copy  of  the  draft  report  will  be  provided  to  the  Head  of 
the  cognizant  DoD  Component  f.or  information  and  comment  prior 
to  forwarding  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

E.  For  each  DSARC  review  the  Deputy  DDRaE  (TaE)  will  prepare 
a report  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  giving  his  independent 
assessment  of  the  results  of  the  Test  and  Evaluation  efforts, 
and  future  testing  planned  (DoD  Directive  5000.3,  reference 
(c)).  This  independent  assessment  will  be  forwarded  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  attached  to  the  DSARC  Chairman's  report 
to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  Mentioned  in  subsection  E.  above. 

G.  The  DSARC  Chairman  will  assure  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
decision  is  promulgated  in  a revised  approved  DC?  within  30 
working  days  after  the  Secretary  of  Defense  decision  is  made. 


VIII.  'aAIVERS 


Specific  program  circumstances  may  dictate  the  need  for  DoD 
Components  to  deviate  from  the  procedures  outlined  herein. 

When  appropriate,  the  Head  of  tne  cognizant  DoD  Component 
will  request  waiver  to  particular  requirements  of  this  document 
from  the  appropriate  DSARC  Chairman,  indicating  the  circum- 
stances that  justify  Such  waiver. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE  AND  IMPLEMENTATIO.N 

This  Directive  is  effective  immediately.  The  DoD  Ccrcponents 
which  have  authority  and  responsibilities  under  DoD  Directive 
5000.1  (reference  (a))  shall  transmit  this  Directive  to  all 
organizations  and  personnel  involved  in  major  defense  system 
acquisition  programs.  No  implementing  policy  doetpents, are 
necessary . 


X ti  I.  X 
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Department  of  Defense  Directive 


Test  and  E v a 1 


u a t 1 o n 


(a) 


(=) 


-oT  r.irective  yCOC.l,  ''Acquisition  of  Major  Defense 
Systems,"  July  I3,  I97I 

(b)  DepSecDef  mi  ti-addressee  memoranduci,  "Conduct  of 

Cperationai  Test  and  Evaluation,"  February  11,  1971 
(hereby  oaacelled) 

DepSecDef  multi-addressee  memcrandum  on  the  subject 
of  t'ne  role  cf  I’l-RfE  in  test  and  evaluation  as 
related  tc  the  DC?  System,  April  21,  1971  (hereby 
cancelled) 

(d)  DepSecTef  nulti-addrtrssee  memorand'cm,  "Test  and 
Evaluation  in  the  System  Acquisition  Process," 

August  3,  197-  ('nereby  cancelled) 

FJRK)S£ 

This  Pirective  establishes  pciicy  for  the  conduct  of  test 
and  evaluation  by  the  Military  Departments  and  Defense  Agencies 
(hereinafter  referred  tc  collectively  as  "lol  Components") 
in  the  accuisitica  cf  de:’eas-e  systems  'ticns  III  tiirc'jgh 
Vl),  In  addition,  it  codifies  the  responsibilities  of  the 
Deputy  Director  of  Defense  Research  and  Engineering,  Test 
and  Evaluaticn  (DD(T&E)),  v.’hich  vere  previously  promulgated 
by  references  (b),  (c),  and  (d){3ecticn  VDl). 

GAXELIATIOhS 

References  (b),  (c),  and  (d)  hereby  superseded  and 
cancelled. 

score  AIT  APPLICAEILITY 


The  pro\Tsions  of  this  Directive  encompass  major  programs 
of  defense  systems  acouis-iticT:  eis  deKignated  by  the  Secretary 
cf  Defense  (described  in  Section  II.,  of  reference  (a))  and 
apply  to  all  EoD  Ccusponents  that  are  responsible  for  such 
programs.  In  addition,  it  prevides  principles  to  be  applied 
by  the  DoD  Components  in  fneir  acq-oi  siticn  of  Defense  Systems 
that  do  net  fall  in  t'ne  "majer  acquisition  srograms"  category. 
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thereon  prior  to  decision  to  proceed,  v.-ith  I’olicv.-  chips.  In  lieu 
thereof,  successive  ph-asec  cf  l/I&JL  and  OTh£  wi.';.!  be  accomplished 
as  early  as.  practical;.!  e at  test  in.;taliations  and  on  the  lead 
chip  sc-  as  to  rapidly  reduce  risks  and  thereby  iriiniioize  the  need 
for  modification  to  fcllov.'  ships. 


•» 


1.  When  combat  r.ysten  complexity  v/ijcrants , there  ■.■.■ill  be  constructed 
a combat  system  t---st  installation  ■.■/herein  the  'r/eapon,  sensor, 
and  inrorK;.aticn  prccessinio  subsyste.m.s  are  integrated  tl'irough 
t'neir  interfaces  in  t';ie  laanner  expected  in  the  ship  class. 
Adequate  initi'il  rTS£  and  'T.ih  of  the  integration  of  those  sub- 
■syctens  v/i'1.1  he  ■■accorr.nl.ic.hed  thereon  prior  to  ti/e  first  .siajor 
proGucticr.  decision  on  lollf.^;  ships.  To  the  degree  practicable 
first  generation  subsystemt  viil  have  be-:;;n  approved  for  service 
use  prior  tc  the  i.nitiati-: n of  integrated  operational  testing. 
Where  subsystems  cannot  be  service  ■approved  prior  to  the  initial 
operational  testing,  their  integration  will  be  tested  at  the 
test  site  installation  as  early  .as  possible  in  their  acquisition 
cycle. 


2.  For  new  ship  types  inc.orpcrating  ma.lor  tec'anical  ad'vancements 
not  e.arlier  proven  in  hull  or  non-nuclear  propulsion  design, 
a prototype  incorporating  these  advancements  •.■.'•ill  be  employed. 

If  the  ma.jor  oecb.r.olcgical  advancements  are  contemplated  in 
only  some  feature.',  cf  the  hull  or  non-nuclear  propulsion  design, 
the  test  installation  need  incorporate  only  the  applicable  new 
features.  Adequ-ate  test  and  evalu-ation  on  .■^uch  prototype  will 
be  completed  prior  to  the  first  major  production  decision  on 
follow  ships. 


The  prototyping 
accomplished  in 
Inerg:.-  Resear-ch 
lon.Jtruccior'i  of 


of  Ilivy  nuclear  propulsion  plants  ■./ill  be 
accordance  with  the  r.ethods  in  use  by  the 
an'-l  rv/ve lo'ome nt  .Ac/ciniscra'cion  (oRDA.) , 
zhe  le.ad  '-.rii  f-cllc'./  .fnips  ■■•'ill  be  done  in  *. ’:-e 


4.  For  all  nev/  ship  classes,  ccncinuing  phases  of  CTSF;  on  the 

lead  ship  will  be  .conducted  at  sea  as  early  in  the  acquisition 
process  as  pos-iib/.e  for  specified  system;;  or  eq-uipnents  and, 
if  required,  full  'hip  operaticnai  evaluation  to  'che  degree 
feasible . 


9.  A description  cf  the  subsystems  to  be  included  in  any  test 
site  isr  test  prototype,  the  schedules  to  accomplish  test  and 
evaluati-jU, -and  -any  exceptions  tu  the  above  policies  ■.•/ill  be 
set  ferth  in  the  initial  and  any  subsequent  DCPs  and  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 


* 


E.  Test  and  Evaluation  for  One-of-a-Kind  Systems.  For  one-of-a-kind 
systems,  cr  systems  i’avol’/ing  procurement  of  only  a very  few  over 
an  extended  period,  the  principles  of  DThZ  of  coraponent(.'5) , subsystem(s) 
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and  ndans  and 
eva^uaticn  v.-idl  be  pr 


In  the  case  O-  ma.'or  prc^r'^.r.' , :-r*p  .■.■a',  vei-  ti  dhe  'iecoraplia:;- 
non’-  cd  the  'I;;!  ai  '.utjined  in  arproved  XF  v.'iil  be 
granted  cnl.,v  bv  f:;=  secretary  cF  L'eionr-e. 

E.  For  other  than  naior  prcgrar;s.  the  DcF  Components  will  designate 
the  slL nii.'iuii;  titreshold  for  definiti^.n  of  lets  than  major 
prograr.it.  For  tnch  crcgr'a'is  the  waiver  of  the  required  T&E 
will; 

1.  V.’ithin  the  ’'.iLit'.ry  repa."tments , be  granted  only  by  the 
Secretary;  the  '.'nder  fecretary,  or  such  Assistant 
Secretary  a.;  the  Secretary  .may  de.slgnate , 

2.  Vr’ithin  tive  department  cf  lefense  Agencies,  be  granted 
only  by  the  hi*-'.,  r. 


.::hiQu-.e:  ftr  additional  test  and 
■CE-cntec. 


VI.  IXCLUSIOFS 


* 


Test  and  evaluatLcn  of  nuclear  weapcnt^  subsystems 
provisions  oi’  this  directive. 


v.'hich  are  governed 


¥■ 


VII.  RESPO'iSIilLITISS  OF  IIS  rSPVIY  SI^CTOR  OF  DSFE:1SE  RESEARCH  AIID 

exi::eeri:k,  tssi  i\:z  svAihATioi;  (xCTiSTy 

Ihe  iL  (Tidl)  has  acre  sc-tht--bc  ;'xd  rcspcncil  ility  fer  OSP  in  test 
and  -cvaluattL'ii  .me  ct-ii’s . Th.j  .s  re.^ponsibil:  ty  lav'^’udes: 

A.  Revie', -,'iiig  test  and  eva_uati-.-n  ccli-cy  and  procodureE  applicable 
to  the  lepar tment  of  lefenre  as  a whole  and  recommenoi ng 
change;-.  Vie  believes  apprepriate  directly  tc  tne  Secretary  of 
7.  <5 1'e  n s Cl , 

1.  .'''onitorin.y  CiCse/y  the  test  an.;  evaluation  planned  and  conducted 
by  the  Pol  Components  for  i:,;  or  accui.'iti>-n  programs  and  fer 
such  ether  pregram;-  as  he  ht-lieves  necessary. 

Acsistitv  in  th.e  prep-arnti-  n if,  'u\d/c.r  reviewing,  the  Test 
nn.:i  hvn.uation  Scctii  ns  of  XI  s and  Frcgrari  l^emcranda  (PMs), 

. rc-r  irr‘.';r  pre  .yrrj’i.'.  reporting  tc  the  L-SARC  and  the  V.'orldwide 

and  directly  to  the  Secretary  defense  for  such  progr'am.s, 
at  each  major  milestone  d;ci;*i;^n  point  his  a.^sessment  as  to 
the  aae  puacy  of  tne  identifiec;  .:riti ca.  issue.;  and  cuestions 
t.c  be  resolved  by  te.:t  an  i ev;v‘:uation,  test  pi  as  anti  senea- 
fti:d  the  adequacy  of  th“  a''"i-miv  1 . '.cc  Id  t .*  s.stifp-  the 
acticn  recemnended  f-.-r  that  ml’estone  de;is:o:.. 


E.  Monit 
the 

the  .. 


F. 


(cr  'Jo 

Coer  air. 
sycter.-. 


!;  jr; 


lUiaiOoct: 


. err.  rjon«-;.t, 
:e . 


G.  PulioJii'O 
Service 


tiec. 


MoP-iVerj-n.- , r.  vr.e  crccrit  re: 

appiica;,i._i  :y  : i'  recuJtn  v,  ■.•.’ev.poi 
nodif icatict, , that  vert  and  cva_-r: 


■ t ■ 'tionai  and  maior 

r-.  i tc  leterriine  the 
. . .:te::  a : :ui_ition  or 


.directed  by  the  -icint  ChieFs  it:-.:’.'  v.'hi.ch  rebates  to 
the  Sinr,'  e Integrated  "■peratiori-.-l  r.^an  (SIOP)  operational 
i'acter  s , 


2.  Conducted  primarily  for  develcpn.eiit  or 
err'^ninationai  cr  dcctrinai  cor.centc. 


Lrr/eE  tif-aticn 


To  acoo.tpiish  t'neso-  duties,  st'.te:,-.'.nt : critical  issues  for 

DCPs/Pt'ls,  test  plans  icr  their  resoluticn,  and  test  results  will 
be  made  avf.ii?,b_e  tc  LD(TS£)  a.t  his  request  as  ear_y  as  developed. 

REFORTiriG  REdUIREJ.SJI.TS 

The  reporting  recuirerrients  prescribed  herein  are  exempt  from  forma-1 
approval  and  control  in  accordance:  with  lll.r.3.,  of  PoD  Pirective 

5000.19. 


SFFECTrVE 


ibii  a::i  L’.jPLEJviEi.TATio:: 


This  Eirective  is  effective  iracediately . Each  loD  Cemponent  whic'n 
has  authority  and  responsibilitie."^  under  reference  (a)  wi_i  imple- 
ment this  Eirective  wit'niu  6C  days  and  v.-ill  ferwajd  t'nree  cepies 
of  each  iitp: o-:-... ntint  .Iccuincnt  to  the  Eirecter  of  Eeferxje  Research 
and  Engineering. 


Defense 


6 


i-id 


: M I » 


DDPA&E 


Department  of  Defense  Directive 


SUBJECT 


, OSD  Cost  Analysis  Improvement  Group 

(a)  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  Multi -Addressee  Memo, 

"Establlsha»ent  of  a Defense  Systems  Acquisition 
Council,"  May  ?0,  I969  (enclosure  l) 

(b)  Secretary  of  Defence  Memorandum  for  Secretaries  of 

Military  Departments,  "Cost  Estimating  for  Major 
Defense  Systems,"  January  25,  19T2  (enclosure  2) 


pimposF, 

This  Directive  provides  a permanent  charter  for  the  OSD  Cost 
Analysis  Improvement  Group  (CAIG)  orltlnaily  established  in 
enclosure  2. 


[I.  APFLICABILm 

The  provisions  of  this  Directive  apply  throughout  the 

Department  of  Defease . 

[II.  ORGAJJIDATIOW 

A.  lifembershlp.  The  OSD  Coot  Amlysi';  Imprcveaent  Group 
shall  be  composed  of: 

1.  A Chairman  appointed  by  the  priiclpals  of  the 
Defense  Systems  Ac ijulsltloo  Icvlet.  Council  (DTAi^C, 
as  defined  in  encxos'xrt;  . 

2.  One  aeober  appointed  by  f.av’i  uS/\RC  principal-  Tee 
Chairman  shall  be  In  addition  to  these  members. 

(In  addition,  a representative  of  eltlier  A£D(lntel- 
llgeace)  or  ASD(TelecommunlcatlonD)  is  to  be  included 
whenever  a defexMe  system  or  other  luatteo  for  which 
they  are  responsible  is  reviewed  by  the  CAJ.G.,> 

3.  One  Service  member  appointed  by  tbs  Secretary  of 
each  Military  Department. 


4.  "A4  - ’ .;n- •±-. eppc-lnt'.i  ./  The  CAIG  CTbA^  raftn  for 

spec,  a.;  - 

5.  An  ' XT'C'  '.ive  oi.-.  'T.  *.c  ppcJnte'l  ty  Chalman. 

B.  Reapong^b^ ‘ ' ‘.es.  The  'JGri  Cost  Analysis  ImptTj’reaient  Group  vlll  act 
as  an  ah'*,  r-y  body  to  the  ISABC  on  matters  related  to  cost,  ffjteh 
nejKtoer  ,0  the  GA.'I’o  chaLl  re-\resent  those  r'jnctlcnal  areas  which  an 
In  athcrd  vith  tiy*  standing  organitational  role  and  mlsBion  of  bis 
offices  The  specific  responsibilities  will  include; 

1.  Prcvldtng  the  DSABC  with  a review  and  evaluation  of  Independent 
ai>d  program  cost  estimates  prepared  by  the  Military  Departmnts 
for  pre^ntatlon  at  each  ISARC.  These  coat  reviews  shall  con- 
6lP.er  all  elements  of  ayetem  costa,  including  procurement, 

* operations  aad  support  as  apprcpriate. 

2.  Establishing  criteria,  standards  and  procedures  concerning  the 
prepottition  and  presontatlor  o*'  coat  egtlaates  on  defense  systems 
to  thitf  DSARC  and  CAIG. 

3*  Idfca-b*fylng  to  OSD  functional  offices  and  the  DoD  Conponents  where 
efforts  0.-1;  needed  to  inqprove  the  technical  capability  of  the  DoD 
to  ’aaJte  Independent  cost  estimates  of  all  major  equipment  classes. 

4.  De*\'eloplng  vseful  methods  of  fonaulating  cost  uncertainty/ cost 
risk  ipi’ormatlon  and  introducing  it  Into  the  DCP/DSARC  process. 

5.  Vorking  with  the  DoD  Components  to  detenaiae  what  costa  are  rele- 
vant for  consideration  as  part  of  the  DCP/D8ARC  process  and  developing 
^chnlques  for  identifying  and  projecting  these  coats. 

6.  Developing  and  trapleinentliig  policy  to  provide  for  the  appropriate 
collection,  storage  and  exchange  of  information  concerning  improved 
cost  estimating  procedures,  methodology  and  data  necessary  for 
cost  estimating  between  OSD  staffs,  all  DoD  Components,  and  outside 
organizations. 

7.  Providing  an  asaesanent  or  recoonendatlons  to  the  ESAHC  of  all 
coat  objectives  prior  to  their  inclusion  in  approved  DCPs  or 
similar  (hocumenta  giving  direction  to  a DoD  Component  for  the 
acquisition  of  a major  defense  systmn. 

8.  Helping  to  resolve  issues  which  arise  over  the  coinparebillty  and 
cospleteneas  of  cost  data  to  be  reported  on  nev  cost  data  coUection 
systems. 

9.  Accooplisbing  other  tAaks  aod  specific  studios  as  requested  by  th* 
DS^C  prlncipskls. 
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vfeatoe;  r v*.'  ' - a's  rto  ^ 1 'or  re^julAr  and  McecutJvo  aratlaga 

-.'hlch  V-  1 a*  the  c.f  the  Ghalraaji.  ' (OSD  meBi>«ri» 

viH  cons's.:  t . ^ tt'fc  exec'-iuive  tjraup.  ) 

2.  Minute'S  via,  oe  prepared  for  each  CAIG  meotJjjg  (executive 
and  regular). 

3-  For  each  D6ARC  a report  vill  he  prepared  vhlch  auwarltee 

the  CAIG 'a  revlev  and  evalofltlon  of  the  Service's  Independent 
and  progi^'aa!  cost  eatliaate.  OSD  CAlu  aeafeer  staffs  vlll  assist 
In  the  prepare.tlon  of  these  reports  as  required. 

h.  Special  reports  vlll  he  prepared  as  necessary  to  docuaent 
the  results  of  other  CAIG  efforts. 

5.  The  CAIG  will  periodically  report  to  the  D6ARC  prlncli>alB  and 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  Its  accqapllshnents  as  well  as 
Its  plems  and  future  objectives. 

IV.  EFFECT  DATE  AHD  BCPLEMEHTATICH 


This  Directive  Is  effective  laoediately.  Two  copies  of  each  Inple- 
meutlng  document  issued  by  the  Military  Departmsnta  shall  be  forwarded 
to  the  Director  of  Defense  Progxum  Analysis  and  Evaluation  (DDPA&E) 
within  60  days. 

Deputy  Secretary  of  Defensk 
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MEMC  RAN'D'TM  TOR  SEc  IlETARIES  OF  MH^ITARY  DEPARTKIJENTS 

DIR-.CTOR,  DEFENSE  RESEARCH  AND  ENGINEERINC 
ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE  (COMPTROLLER) 
ASSISTANT  SIECRE'.'ARY  OF  DEFENSE 
(INSTALLATIONS  AND  LOGISTICS) 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
'^STfiTTEMS  ANALYSIS) 


SUBJECT:  Establishment  of  a Defense  Systems  Acquisition  Review  Council 


I have  been  reviewing  for  some  time  current  practices  within  the  Department 
of  Defense  for  the  acquisition  of  n-uijor  systems.  My  review  has  highlighted 
the  importance  of  our  organizaticn  and  practicefs  for  accomplishing  this 
management  job.  The  primary  responsibility  for  t-he  acquisition  and  manage- 
ment of  our  major  systems  must  rest  with  the  ijidivldua)  Services.  Within 
each  Service,  this  responsibility  is  focused  in  the  Project  Manager.  Recog- 
nizing the  Service  responsibility,  I am,  at  the  same  time,  most  arudoua  of 
insuring,  before  we  approve  transitioning  through  tj  e critical  milestones  of 
the  acquisition  of  a major  system,  that  all  facets  of  the  acquisition  process 
are  properly  considered. 

Toward  this  end,  I am  establishing  a Defense  Systems  Acquisition  P.eview 
Council  (DSARC)  within  the  Office,  Secretary  of  Defense  to  advise  me  of  the 
status  and  readiness  of  each  major  system  to  proceed  to  the  next  phase  of 
effort  in  its  life  cycle.  The  Council  will  serve  to  complement  the  Development 
Concept  Paper  (DCP)  system,  which  continues  as  a formal  DoD  management 
and  decision-making  system  for  the  acquisition  of  major  systems.  The  Council 
will  evaluate  the  status  of  each  candidate  system  at  three  basic  milestone 
points:  First,  wdien  the  sponsoring  Service  desires  to  initiate  Contract 
Definition  (or  equivalent  effort);  second,  when  it  is  desired  to  go  from  Contract 
Definition  to  full  sralc  de velopunent;  and  third,  when  it  is  desired  to  transition 
from  development  to  production  for  Service  deployment. 

The  functions  of  the  Council  are  separate  from  and  do  not  encompass  the 
management  reviews  of  major  systems  which  I have  previously  requested  and 
which  are  being  conducted  by  DDRfcE  with  assistance  from  ASD(IltL)  and 
ASD(Comp. ).  These  reviews  are  focused  on  the  management  of  the  system 
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MTeas  the  IX  r^KC  r<*vle’j.'s  v .1  ' U if  a ICS,  program  threehold*  and 
other  matters  normaLly-  trca‘»-  : ■ DCi"'  . Al  io,  me  management  review*  will 
normally  be  -eld  i-T-’y  .mcc  or  -a-b  major  system;  -whereas  the  DSARC  review*, 
which  are  baser  on  program  n:  eBtor.es,  will  oe  normally  conducted  three  or 
more  times  duri  - ;;;  the  acoui s -tion  cycle  of  a particular  system. 

The  membership  of  the  Coun'"il  will  in'.tiude  DDR&E,  ASD{I8tL),  ASD(C),  and 
AStKSA).  For  the  first  two  rr.ilestcr.e  reviews,  that  is,  prior  to  entry  into 
contract  definitipn  and  prior  to  entry  into  full  scale  development,  the  Council 
will  be  chaired  by  the  DDR&tE,  For  the  third  review,  related  to  the  transition 
from  development  to  production,  me  Council  will  be  chaired  by  the  ASD(It(Li). 

I am  initially  defining  major  systems,  -^lich  will  be  subject  to  Council  review*, 
to  include  (1)  those  for  which  Development  Concept  Paper*  are  required;  and 
/2)  those  specifically  designated  by  me  for  review  and  evaluation.  A tentative 
larter  for  the  Council  is  attached  as  sn  enclosure.  I desire  that  the  ODRIc£ 
and  ASD(I&L),  within  the  next  30  days  jointly  prepare  the  necessary  procedur** 
and  take  the  necessary  administrative  action*  to  implement  the  Council  charter* 

X believe  the  Council  operation  will  result  ui  improved  management  and  will 
augment  the  decision-making  process  within  the  Dep>artment  of  Defense.  1 
cannot  over-emphasize  the  need  for  complete  interface  throughout  the 
Department  in  the  system  acquisition  proce**. 


Attachment.  - 1 
a/B 
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1 . Furp:  3e. 

This  rharter  prescribes  the  misBion,  fanc*ioas,  con. position.,  authority 
and  resTjcn.sibility.  and  administration  ot  the  Pefense  Systems  Acquisition 
itevicv.-  Council  (DoAUC). 

2.  Mis  s ? Tin.- 

TKe  mission  of  the  DSARC  is  to  review  major  and  important  Department 
of  Defense  syslern  acquisition  programs  at  appropriate  rnilestone  points 
in  their  life  cycle.  These  reviews  arc  intended  to  permit  coordinated 
evaluation  and  deliberatior.  among  senior  managers,  based  on  the  most 
complete  presentation  of  inforraation  available  to  assure  that  advice  given 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  is  as  complete  and  objective  as  possible  prior  to 
a decision  to  picnced  to  the  next  step  of  the  s;,.  .ei.,  s life  cycle.  The  DSARC 
operaticn  and  evaluations  will  serve  to  complement  the  DCP  system  which 
remains  as  a formal  DoD  management  and  det  tsion-making  system  concern- 
ing the  acquisition  process  of  major  defense  sy.Ttems. 

S.  F unctions 

a.  The  DSARC  will  review  and  evaluate -the  siuius  of  each  appropriate 
system  acquisition  program  at  three  basi  - ndt  s .one  points; 

First:  When  initiation  of  Contract  De'initi  .1  (or  equivalent  effort) 

is  proposed; 

Second:  When  trnnsition  from  the  Contract  Ittfinition  phase  to  full- 

scale  development  is  proposed,  and 

Third:  Wh  en  transition  from  the  develupmc  . phanc  into  production 
for  Service  deployment  is  propose  1. 

b.  The  first  review  will  support  the  basic  iX'.P  m that  il  ^.ill  provide  a 
forurri  for  discussion  and  possible  resolut'.c.;  the  v,.;iGus  -.iewps^vts 
of  the  participating  principals,  including  the  Secretary  of  the  Military 
Service  sponsoring  the  program.  The  later  reviev/s  will  serve  a 
function  of  validating  the  readiitess  of  a system  to  proceed  to  the  next 
stage,  i.  e.  , normally  full-scale  dc velopii'.ciit  or  production. 

4.  Compos  ition 


The  DSARC  will  consist  of  the  DDRtE.  the  AfD{lc;i  ),  the  ASD{Comptrollcr) 
and  the  ASD(SA). 
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Authority  a.r  ^^onsibiLities. 

a. .  For  consi  n’ian  of  crtry  into  Conlrict  ’:of’'nition  (Contract 

Definition  ’nase)  and  entry  i nto  full- scale  dwclopincnt  (the, 
full-scale  dcvclopn'fcr’.t  phate),  the  DSARC  will  be  chaired  by 
the  DDR&E. 

b.  For  the  tranjition  frorn  development  to  production  (the  production 
phase),  che  DSARC  will  be  chaired  by  the  ASD(ItiL-). 

C.  For  additional  reviews,  the  DSARC  will  be  chaired  by  DDRBcE 
or  the  ASD(Ii:L)  as  appropriate,  depending  on  whether  the  action 
under  consideration  is  concerned  with  movement  within  the 
full-scale  development  phase  or  into  or  within  the  production 
phase. 

d.  Reviews  at  points  other  than  program  tTansitiop  points  may  be 
requested  by  a DSARC  member  by  memorandum  to  the  appro- 
priate chairman, 

«.  Rev.ew  of  a program  at  any  point  in  its  life  cycle  may  be  directed 
by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense. 

i.  Reviews  will  be  limited  to  major  and  important  programs.  These 
are  (1)  those  for  which  Development  Concept  Papers  are  required; 
and  (2)  those  specifically  designated  lor  review  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense,  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  or  the  appropriate  i 
DSARC  chairman. 

g,* Aspects  to  be  considered  by  the  DSARC  include,  bat  aie  not 
limited  to,  the  following; 

(1)  For  i t e 11  s proposed  for  Contract  Definition: 

y.)  Justification  of  military  need; 

(b)  Validity  of  operational  concept  and  objectives; 

(c)  -Relative  capability  compared  w'ith  prescnt/aoticipated 

capabilities  of  other  systems; 

(d)  Technical  feasibility; 

it)  Validity  of  cost  estimates  and  analysis  of  cost  risks  involved; 
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(!)  Validity  of  proposed  scheduling  and  consideration  of 
altcrr.ativcii  thereto; 

(g)  Validity  of  proposed  procurerr.ent  methodology,  including 
type  of  contractor  structure,  kind  of  contract,  timing  of 
Government  production  commitment,  means  of  asBix^vin^ 
competition;  and, 

(h)  Validity  oi  program  manager  plana,  controls  and  orgaaiaa> 
tion. 

(2)  For  items  proposed  for  transition  from  Contract  Definition  into 

full-scale  development  ; 

(a)  Continued  validity  of  program  objectivea  and  validity  of 
changes  thereto  since  completim  of  concept  formulation: 

(b)  Confidence  in  achieving  current  program  objectives; 

(c)  Analysis  of  current  risks; 

(d)  Technical  feasibility,  risks  associated  *^^herewitb,  and 
analysis  thereof; 

(c)  Adequacy  of  integrated  logistics  support  planning; 

(f)  Validity  af  cost  estimates,  including  analysis  of  cost 
differences  between  competing  Contract  Definition 
contractors  and  Government  estimates. 

(g)  Options  associated  with  cost  trade-offs  and  analysis 
thereof: 

(h)  Adequate  consideration  of  contract  incentives  and 
-inducement  for  competition;  and, 

(i)  Validity  of  contractor  proposals; 

(3) .  For  systems  proposed  for  initial  productiopj 

(a)  Feasibility  of  pioductioii,  including  evaluation  of  milestone 
achievements,  test  results  and  production  line  producibility 


3 


(b)  Technical  feasibility,  including  specification  r '^quire- 
ments; 

(c)  Review  and  evaluate  overall  requirement; 

(d)  Current  validity  of  cost  eBtlmatea; 

(e)  Need,  as  appropriate,  for  concurrent  development  rnd 
production  as  well  as  validity  of  recommended  time 
phasing  of  production/deployment  aspects; 

(f)  Adequacy  of  integrated  logistic  sxnmort  planning; 

(g)  The  eidstcnce  of  adequate  project  management  controls; 

(h)  Adequate  planning  f-?r  Government- furnished  equipment 
and  facilities;  and, 

(i)  Adequate  planning  at  to  proprietary  rights  items; 

h.  The  Chairman  may  invite  other  staff  members,  such  at  the 
ASDfMSiRA)  and  the  ASD(ISA)  to  participate  in  the  reviews  when 
the  reviews  have  significant  relevance  to  thiir  responsibilities. 

i.  The  Chairman  shall  advise  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  of 
the  findings  and  rccotnmendations  of  the  specific  review  and 
concurrently  a copy  of  the  findings  and  reoctmraendations  will  be 
forwarded  to  the  appropriate  Service  Secretary. 

i.  Administration. 

The  D5ARC  may  establish  necessary  Working  Groups  to  assist 

the  Council  members  in  their  reviews. 
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MEMORANDUM  FOR  The  Secretaries  of  the  Military  Dej,artrnents 
SUBJEG  T;  Co3t  Estimating  for  Major  Defense  Systems 


Deputy  Secretary  Packard's  memorandum  of  December  7,  1971,  "Use  of 
Parametric  Cost  Estimates,  " advised  that  starting  with  January  1972  an 
independent  parametric  cost  analysis  was  to  be  incorporated  in  each 
DSARC  presentation.  I am  keenly  aware  of  the  importance  of  these  es- 
timates and  have  established  an  OSD  Coat  Analysis  Improvement  Group  to 
review  the  estimates  presented  and  to  develop  uniform  criteria  to  be  used 
by  all  DoD  units  making  such  cost  estimates.  This  group  has  representa- 
tion from  DDRitE,  ASD  (C),  ASD  (ItL),  and  ASD  (SA).  They  will  be  re- 
sponsive to  the  DSARC  Chairman  in  assessing  the  reasonableness  of  cost 
estimat^JS  and  the  criteiia  followed  in  their  development. 

Because  valid  cost  estimates  are  so  critical  to  our  successful  defense 
posture,  it  would  appe^ir  that  earh  Service  Secretary  should  have  a staff 
component  capable  of  preparing  independent  parametric  cost  estimates. 

This  component  should  be  responsible  to  the  Service  Secretary  and  organ- 
izatiorally  separate  Irom  program  proponents.  Service  groups  responsible 
for  independent  estimates  and  the  OSD  Cost  Analysis  Improvement  Group 
should  work  closely  in  developing  unifoinn  criteria  for  cost  estimates. 

Our  goal  is  to  have  formalized  procedures  for  DSARC  program  cost  pre- 
sentations, as  well  as  uniform  criteria  to  which  future  parametric  cost 
analyses  will  be  ejcpected  to  conform,  developed  prior  to  May  1,  1972, 

Your  comment  with  rerpect  to  an  independent  Ser^dce  capability  and  how 
such  a group  should  interface  with  the  OSD  Cost  Analysis  Improvement 
Group  would  be  most  helpful.  1 would  like  to  have  an  improved  system  for 
top  level  review  of  all  major  cost  estimates  at  the  earliest  practical  date. 
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BASIC  por/'  rES  FOR  rs'  I - FCCI  I'  i(C;  BY  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE 
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This  complete  revision  ol  yi  li  HOC  - f tpr  il  i/'  * fx/livies  of  system  acquisition  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Army.  Local  li'uiicd  .s/m,;.*'  »?.'«/<  tion  of  this  regulation  is  permitted,  but  is  not 
required.  If  supplements  r,  f itstei,  .•  ''  t'j  *‘i(  ff  oye.icies  and  major  Army  commands  will 
furnish  one  copy  of  each  to  .IQi'A  ( 0 1/i.i-F’  i)  F.l  S7/,  DC  20310;  other  commands  will  furnish 


one  copy  of  each  to  the  rie::’  h.irh  o .'  ('<■  it  r ? ' 

Trrl'iTcrit i;il  coU'i  li  ' 1 ' I f"  ' ■! 

1 . trim iii'l :':it ion  ' T i '■  liniiM  uiJ  ' ' r ■_  i"  i 
rcqiiirt'incnt  . . 

li-vol  dci'i.'ii  II  I I.'  l.iiiir, 

H(‘i"hlriic(i  iinpi' i II' I'. i:  ti-iiij; 

.'^hnrlriU'tl  dcvi'I'i  'in  i.l  inn 
Aplilil'ilti'ili  "f  in' I ' '1  In;  i- 1 ' ' ■ 

Full  funding  for  iirn  ni  v prc  'ai.i  i - . 

Cns(  versus  (plan. it}  ti  iinc- 
(.'niitrnl  nf  program 

General.  'I'liis  renul.'itiou  ( .-i;  i ■ ' i;  ' 

Imsic  policies  I'or  the  nctiui'i'  "i;  t'l'  n a 1 1 1 F 
tt'iii.s.  The  olijcctivo  of  these  [1  itcii's  i ' H ii  li  i 
costs  ill  iicqiiii'iiijt  materiel  s.st  'iiis  .vl  os  ]xr  o fi- 
ance is  adetjuate  to  meet  opt  r:F  ioi  < 1 : e i ir  > hm a . 
‘I'o  present  lliesc  policies  ii  I lie  ((iitc::!  i:  \i  1 i 'ii 
they  arc  applied,  the  ren-iihit i<  p dc.se  i i > i h ■ ^ s - 
tern  acquisition  pi'occss  fmni  iicq)  i'Ui  t :ioi.,';!i 
development  into  [irodnetion.  No  sinpT  f-'iimln 
apjilies  to  till  materiel  ac  _ li-  tioiis.  1 he  i itiyia- 
lion  of  a specilic  system  and  ilie  c.xtcnl  ol  (!•■  'I- 
opment  reejuired  may  \ary  i'i'Ho  sx.sti  ni  o sesrt  > i , 
hut  will  be  consistent  with  the  principl  m tii  d > > I- 
cies  eontaiiK’d  herein,  h'or  e.\ai  i|)lc.  the  : ; qnis  I i m 
of  already  devehqH'd  oi' coinnicrcial  c (|ii  pment  le- 
qnires  fewer  steiis  and  simplei'  pro'^ec-nres  lem 
improviiifr  or  developin<r  syst''ms.  Tim  f'ldo'v  n;;; 
basic,  policies,  tojrc'thcr  with  related  jiro  • ■ 'm  a 1 
steps,  ^<ivern  the  Department  of  tlm  Ann}  nyceins 
ac((nisition  proce.ss. 

1.  Preferential  consideration  for  evolutionary 
development,  d'lie.  Army’s  materiel  imeds  aic  fren- 
erally  satisfied  thron',di  three  melhnib,  - 1>  lyinq 
eqniiiment  already  developed  (conimen  i il  do- 
mestic or  foreign;  military -other  Serve,  or 
alliesj,  evolutionary  development  of  enrren'  d and- 

♦This  regulation  supcr.sc'Ies  Alt  lOOO  I,  .'>0  Jure  107t!. 
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: 111  upi  imumt,  or  initiation  of  a now  materiel 
' i(  \ cl' >pi  lent  protrram.  The  preferred  method  to 
ecrivi  t i iadeqnacies  in  already  develoiretl  .systems 
i<  to  exploit  the  performance  growth  jiotential 
inliei'ent  in  those*  -,y>tems.  Materiel  system  de.sign 
will  e nplnmi/.e  simplicity,  austerity,  and  snpporta- 
biiiiy  with  planned  growth  potential  to  accom- 
imxlate  anticipated  fnlnre  needs  when  the  addi- 
tional cost  for  stich  growth  jiotential  can  be 
just  died.  'I'ln*  Army  must  jilan  for  evolutionary 
development  over  the  entire  life  cycle  of  a system, 
('ombat  and  materiel  develojiers  will  assure  the 
limclv,  cost-effective  exjiloitation  of  unrealized 
grow  th  Jiotential  of  materiel  systems  to  satisfy  the 
Army's  niatericd  needs. 

2.  Demonstralion  of  technical  and  operational 
feasibility  prior  to  formalizing  the  requirement. 

jtcsearch  and  development  efforts  for  systems 
acquisition  should  be  initiated  with  modest  jiro- 
grams,  avoid  unsiijijiortc'd  jiromises  as  to  system 
cxjiectations,  and  recognize  fully  the  technical 
lir-k^  and  uncertainties.  A formal  requirement, 
with  its  imjilicit  commitment  to  an  eventual 
jirodiiction  decision,  will  not  bo  established  until  a 
thoroigli  advanced  devclojmient  jirogram  has 
been  conducted  to  include  testing  of  comjionents 
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and/or  j)rofolyin's,  !o 

both  tlio  ojic  al \ . 'n„. 

do\ oloi)MK'i> I . • : ' i i>,  i iiicii I and/or  •)i'<)r-iir<'!!iciif  of 
materiel  systci  .'last  j-csult  IVotn  an  lotive 
d'nlogue  between  ' ■ <onibat  developer  and  die 

?ricl  develo|)(  r.  hen  a reqidreinent  eanind- 
satisfied  by  existing  e(n:ii)inent,  the  niati'riel 
and  combat  developers  shall  jointly  determine  if 
an  improved  or  new  system  could  be  satisfactoty. 
The  objective  of  this  <li:d<)giie  is  agreement  on  the 
means  to  satisfy  the  requirement.  Aggre.ssive  use 
will  be  made,  of  Force  Development  'J'est  and 
Experimentation  (l-'Il'l'E)  to  develop  the  concept 
of  employment,  to  dede'-mine  the  operational 
feasibility,  and  to  estimate  the  iJotential  opera- 
tional advantage  of  a proposed  system. 

a.  Materiel  sj-stems  originate  from  one  or 
more  of  the  followii\g — • 

(1)  Proposals  from  the  materiel  developers 
arising  from  knowledge  of  technological  cap.'i' 
bilities  and  advancements.  Operational  Capability 

ctives  (OCO),  based  on  deficiencies  identified 
. .1  the  Army  Study  Program,  field  tests  and 

evaluations,  and  experience,  provide  the  guidance 
for  priority  judgments  in  tlu'  materiel  developers’ 
research,  exploratory  development  and  non-system 
advanced  developtnenl  efTfirts. 

(2)  Operational  initiatives  fi'om  the  combat 
developers  to  attain  one  or  more  capability  goals 
established  at  IIQDA,  to  counter  a validated 
threat,  to  correct  an  oiauaiional  inadecpiacy  in 

<ing  materiel,  to  reduce  the  consumption  of 
port  resources,  or  to  exploit  a tech.nological 
breakthrough. 

(3)  System  proposals  and  operational  con- 
cepts submitted  to  a com’oa!  tlevcloper  as  sug- 
gestions in  any  form,  fi.tu  any  source,  for 
incorporation  into  the  materiel  ncqiusition  process, 
as  appropriate. 

h.  'J'he  system  concept  will  be  develope<l  and 
validated  jointly  by  the  materiel  developer  and 
combat  developin'  prior  to  formal  commit mont  by 
the  Army  to  the  need  for  the  system.  The  Re- 
quired Operational  Capability  (ROC)  document 
is  the  vehicle  for  securing  the  Army’s  commitment 
to  pursue  full-sc.ale  development  and/or  procure- 
ment of  a system.  'Phe  ohjeclivc  of  the  Conceptual 
'•  ' Validation  Phases  is  to  provide  a b.asis  for 
ly  low-risk  fidl-scale  development  of  new  sys- 
tems or  improvement  of  existing  systems  and  to 

% 


nisiu  ■ dial  the  uifoi  ' ■ i‘ ion  necessary  for  the  Army 
to  (h  terinine  the  best  • oursc  of  action  is  tleveloped 
and  r(‘viewed.  In  tliese  jdiases,  emphasis  will  be 
on  developing  and  testing  “brass  bo.ard’’  or  e.x- 
perimcntal  configurations,  advanced  component. -5, 
advanceil  development  models,  prototypes,  com- 
mercial items,  foreign  or  other  service  items  in 
response  to  anticipated  needs,  well  in  advance  of 
the  establishment  of  firm  operational  requirements. 

c.  The  steps  involved  in  the  conceptual  de- 
velopment and  validation  of  the  system  are  qs 
follows: 

(1)  Tlic  materiel  developer  and  the  combat 
ileveloper  may  agree  that  a materiel  concept  has 
sufficient  interest,  importance,  operational  and 
teclmical  potential  to  warrant  the  commitment 
• if  resources  to  obtain  more  information.  The 
further  investigations  needed  to  develop  and 
validate  the  system  concept  and  to  define  the 
ojierational,  technical  and  logistical  concepts 
will  be  described  it\  a jointly  authenticated 
Letter  of  Agreement  (LOAL  The  LOA  is  a 
document  of  record  supporting  the  system  ad- 
vanced development  program.  It  may  be  prepared 
also  to  support  non-system  advanced  development 
if  the  conceptual  application  to  improved  or 
new  systems  can  bo  adequately  defined.  The 
length  of  the  LOA  should  be  kept  to  a minimum 
and  need  be  no  more  detailed  than  is  warranted 
by  the  degree  of  knowledge  available  then  to 
the  developing  concept.  The  LOA  should  consider 
separately  the  following  subjects. 

(«)  Need  for  the  system. 

(h)  System  concept. 

(c)  Prospective  relative  effectiveness. 

{(/)  Prospective  upper  limit  on  unit  cost, 
if  available. 

(c)  Investigations  needed  to  develop: 

1.  Operational  employment  concepts. 

2.  Technical  concepts- 

3.  Integrated  Logistic  .Support  (ILS) 

concepts. 

(/)  Unknowns  to  be  resolved. 

((/)  Technical  risks. 

{h)  Schedules  and  milestones. 

(/)  Critical  issues  for  test. 

(j)  Advanu'd  development  funds  needed 
and,  if  practicable,  a l ’*oad  estimate  of  anticipated 
engineering  development  funds  needed  in  the 
event  the  advanced  development  efforts  are 
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successful  result  in  a decision  to  continue 
the  proftriiin. 

(2)  LOA  in  wliich  projected  advanced 
development,  costs  exceed  $10  million  will  he 
forwarded  by  the  combat  developer  to  HQDA 
(DAMO)  for  decision;  all  other  LOA  will  be 
forwarded  to  IIQDA  (DAMO)  for  ii\formation. 
LOA  for  systems  whoso  advanced  flevelopment 
cost  projections  are  later  revised  to  exceed  the 
$10  million  threshold  will  be  immediately  updated 
and  forwarded  by  the  combat  <leveloper  to 
HQDA  (DAMO)  for  derdsion.  In  unusual  cir- 
cumstances, an  LOA  involving  systems  below 
the  threshold  may  be  specifically  selected  for 
decision  at  IIQDA.  HQDA  approval  will  include — 

(а)  Determination  of  program  potential 
as  a candidate  for  review  by  the  Army  Systems 
Acquisition  Review  Council  (ASARC)  (described 
later)  or  for  other  HQDA  management  procedures. 

(б)  Funding  guidance  by  the  Chief  of 
Research,  Development,  and  Acquisition  (CRDA) 
for  the  conceptual  development  and  validation 
effort. 

(c)  Initial  determination  of  need  for  a 
Special  Task  Force  (STF),  Special  Stud}"  Group 
(SSG),  Steering  Group  or  Study  Advisory  Group 
(SAG). 

(d)  Determination  of  need  to  appoint 
a Project  Manager  designee. 

(.3)  Based  upon  agreements  specified  in  the 
LOA,  and  after  advanced  development  has 
progressed  to  the  point  where  operational  and 
technical  feasibility  have  been  demonstrated,  and 
in  some  areas  possibly  even  confirmed  by  per- 
formance test  data,  the  combat  developer  and  the 
materiel  developer  will  prepare  a Concept  Formu- 
lation Package  (CFP) . The  CFP  will  consist  of  the 
Trade-Off  Determination  (TOD),  * Trade-Off 
Analysis  (TOA),  Best  Technical  Approach  (BTA) 
and  (^ost  and  Operational  Effectiveness  Analysis 
(COEA).  Concurrent  xvith  the  development  of  the 
CFP,  IIQDA  (CRDA)  will  examine  the  proposed 
system  for  affordability  within  priorities  estab- 
lished by  DCSOPS,  in  view  of  the  resources 
available  or  projected  to  be  available  to  the 
Department  of  the  Army. 

(4)  When  there  is  need  for  an  unusual 
breadth  of  expertise  for  a short  duration,  tech- 
nical risk  is  high,  analytic  techniques  are  evolving 
rapidly,  alternatives  involve  other  Services,  high 
level  of  interest  is  anticipated,  or  where  resource 


impact  is  significant,  a STF  under  HQDA  (DCS 
OPS)  direction,  or  a SSG  chaired  by  TRADOC, 
may  be  convem-d  to  conduct  analyses,  insure 
inidusion  of  all  allernulives,  monitor  e.xpcri- 
rnentation,  or  undcM'tiikc  such  other  tasks  as  may 
be  directed.  A Sleering  Group  or  SAG,  convened 
under  the  General  Staff  responsibility  of  the 
DCSOPS  may  be  used  in  conjunction  with  the 
SSG.  The  STF  or  SSG  may  include  representatives 
of  HQDA,  combat  developer,  operational  tester, 
materiel  developer,  logistician,  and  the  project 
manager  designee.  STF/SSG  charters  will  be 
individually  tailored  <o  the  missions  assigned  and 
the  time  phasing  of  the  STF/SSG  in  the  materiel 
acquisition  cycle.  Examples  of  tasks  which  may 
be  required  are — 

(а)  Prepare  the  Concept  Formulation 

Package. 

(б)  Prepare  the  draft  Decision  Coordi- 
nating Paper  (DCP). 

(c)  Conduct  alternative  system  design 
investigations. 

(d)  Prepare  portions  of  the  Development 

Plan. 

(5)  An  outline  development  plan  will  be 
prepared  by  the  materiel  developer  in  coordination 
with  the  combat  developer,  a.s  a document  of 
record  to  support  entry  into  the  Validation  Phase. 
Since  projection  of  $25  million  for  advanced  devel- 
opment costs  will  usually  signal  that  an  ASARC 
I decision  (described  in  para  3)  is  required,  the 
outline  dcvclopmeiit  plan  should  be  forwarded  to 
HQDA  (DAMA)  for  information.  However,  other 
considerations  such  as  total  resource  impact,  con- 
gressional interest,  technological  breakthrough, 
high  risk,  or  critical  threat,  may  xvarrant  ASARC 
decisions  on  programs  xvhich  have  not  e.xceeded 
tho  $25  million  threshold.  In  cases  where  an 
ASARC  I review  is  not  required,  but  program 
considerations  make  appropriate  an  explicit 
HQDA  management  decision  to  enter  the  Valida- 
tion Phase,  the  CRDA  has  General  Staff  responsi- 
bility to  coordinate  the  necessary  management 
review  and  approval  of  entry  into  validation. 

(6)  Throughout  the  validation  process,  the 
combat  developer  will  serve  as  the  user  representa- 
tive and  articulate  the  user’s  viewpoint.  The  vali- 
dation process  must  include  logistic — reliability, 
availabdily,  and  maintainability  (RAM) — and 
training  assessments  of  the  equipment  and  a pro- 
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jfction  of  tile  CHpabilily  of  the  lofri-uicj  -(y:  o n,  t<» 
'i  ppoi'f  tlio  tri<iU?riel  system  (ieplovnoeiit. 

(7)  The  busic  docum<int  to  jNiipport  v 

iiilo  foil  sfiilc  (levelnpmeut  is  ti;e  HOC.  The 
KOO  Will  he  i>rep(irei.l  by  the  ornhut  (levelop.-r , 
eooniinuteii  with  the  ntateiiel  licve'nper,  i:.i.l 
.^uhruitted  Ilt^DA  (DAMO)  for  thCsior..  Ari 
».\<'ii(ivc  summary  of  the  supportiiiK  COKA  will 
i)C  submitted  with  the  K(X’.  The  KOO  will  also 
be  the  dori’ment  proposing;  th.-  proeur.-rueut  <>f 
rni'.U'iio!  uireudy  developed.  kui^th  of  the 

li()(y  should  bo  ki'jii  to  a mitriinutn.  Four  p.stjes 
seem  to  he  ti  reasoi.ah'lo  Roal  for  rjvosi  systeii.  e '!‘he 
JtOC  will  eoi.tain  tlie  followiri;/; 

(o)  Stntnnent  of  ru  ed. 
i.'j)  'lime  frame. 

M')  Threat 'operali'Uiti!  de:i<  ieie  y 

(■.'!  Ope.'"ati.(rifi!/or;^:mi/.iuii;:i  il  ■ nii.  ep;. 

(* ; Vls'ieritin)  ehiirueli-risti 
('/)  Tcidiitieul  iis.M'ssmetji. 

{;i}  ! iOtt^- 1 ies  !^.^:'ess•i^eut . 

(Ai  Cife  cycii'  co.-i  !,->:e'sme:'.'  i(.* 

iie.sign  lo-e,i-. t (lidib. 

(8)  I )C.''()l’.8  tuts  CieTuriil  .''tuff  rc'i. -'i-i- 
biliiv  hr  the  upproNu!  of  all  ROC  (.'UI>A  ha, 
Cieueral  Staff  ro-poiisii-;':!!/  for  l!a  d^  loji  i .-u: 
of  t!u*  il'ut.erii’i  systems  (le-:eribcil  iii  t!  o !>(*(’. 

d')  I'poM  HOC  i.jiprov'd,  l)C^^'l''.'  ui.l 
de'ij^nate  ad  opef at i' >;uil  unit  evitl.  uli-li  i!i 
touibet  iiU'l  uuiliTiel  iieveioi:t.‘ ■<  are  t • .jordit  it<- 
the  a(;t.ivities  ite-assury  to  funullurixt!  s.iv.l  prei*.‘re 
that  ouil  to  reeeive  the  syat-  iM  at  the  lioie  of 
Initial  Oju r..tioiial  C’upahility  tIOC’). 

.10)  Sysu'ics  desip-.iatod  as  \r  :ny  m:  r 

muterif  i .systems  will  be  subjoeioil  to  inien  Ive 
iiia.iuipeineiil  ri'viesvs  at  Iit'SOf*.'' 

Co'iie:.‘.l  Sttilf  i esponsibilit y to  deti  imii.i*  whiel. 
•systi/ms  n b<;  c('>Msiderci.l  luajo'’.  M.aii':  s,.':  Mn- 
lie  hide  vliieii  (pialify  for  I)ei’e".-e  System- 

Aeijiii.-ilii'ii  Keview  ( \iuneil  (D.''AKC.i  <iei  i.s!o;i 
and  ilie  oihn  - whi'  h are  eritirally  impoitai.*  to  the 
Army,  e<imp!i(  ated.  e.xpeiisivo,  eoniroversial,  or 
f<  r any  pui-ou  -hodh!  involve  the  to]-,  luati-  j'.-n-.i  i.t 
of  tlie  Army. 

(II)  Pepiirato  proce'liircs  app!.’  to  :iie 
ncqui'.ilioii  (1*  h'W  unit  i:ost,  low-risk  devi  iopniodi, 
or  (umnu  iiiai  items  where  total  expendi- 

liire-  V ill  not  exi‘>ed  81  tiiillion,  and  pro-nreinenl 
c-ls  win  not  exo'ed  $2  milli'  ti  for  any  on»-  fis.  i»i 
V'uir  oi  irdt*  million  uir  ih<‘  yc-ar  j-ri  yriini  periinl. 
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jtjstilied  under  a Ix>ller  RcqviL’emei.t  (Lli)  which 
has  been  jointly  authentieaUsd  hy  tho  combat 
(ievel'-.per  and  the  material  developer.  An  inferinu- 
tion  Copy  of  ll'.e  I.IJ,  t'j.i  u dr  •u’nent  of  record,  will 
bi‘  furui'.i'o  l>y  the  Ciimhai  dcvei>j[X'r  to  HQDA 
(i)AAlft).  I be  d-i  wi'l  includ.e  :ho  following 
infonnati.ir.  • 
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Special  mnnbcrs  i v.  ill  aU«;iul  on  < .-ill  nf . . 

•'^^^i'il•Jn1  S.  -,Tct:»ry  uf  Arm}’  (FM) 

Assist, •ml  SenctHry  of  Army  (MA'RA) 
l\'puiy  ('liii'f  (if  Si. ‘IT  ft.r  1 .op-ti'v: 

(\.mp!io!Ur  of  tlu-  Army 

i M-n<Trt\  ( 1 

•'  '"Mlii,,.ml.>r,  Opcir.'idll.'tl  Tt  ' l ' Fv.i'';:;*,'..  ',1 
.^}:^'n^■y 

('om.nmmirr,  ('onrepti?  Analys'.'?  .Aper'-y 
OSm-rs.  as  mny  he  rcqiiirctl  Assisan' 

of  Sfjiil  for  IntcUip'i'OCt',  I r,  I’'-’  Sm". 
Si  . iirity  Ajjcncy). 

'I'hti  ASARf]!  Jt'-cnM.'i  will  fo.-ns  !v>'.  v tijor 
i'-S’icit  nm)  j)rt)pTam  ullornativc?;.  A t ictul  ito  **  at 
!!;>■  A.SAlit'  will  lie  Frpl  to  an  (••'■'.ontial  i.  'r  itnum 
f.iii o>(ctil  with  the  iiroftruMi  nm!  I. 

v'.  'ri'.e  (’Rl)A  wil!  ch.ajr  a pr''lii;;i:  • ‘vi?  'V 

noniiali;  held  approximately  1 mo-.i'h  pS-n-  to 
( (iti\i-!iit\o  (he  AS.ARC'.  'Hu'  fui'  im'iiih'Td’l;i  ui!I 
he  invited.  Tlie  purpose  of  prtUmin.uy  »•  vie\s-.  i.; 
to  ns-iiire  lidtMpiutf  nm!  timi  ly  ASMiC  pr- j.-. ra- 
tion, *•  n'-rilvo  liilnor  i>su  's  v.d.idi  ticvd  o'  i Iv.- 
consideted  by  the  ASAUC,  and  t>!  i lenriy 
tiiajor  i'sims  whieh  Aiotiid  V'c  adilre.-x-d  :.y  ii-.c 
ASAlif'. 

(I)  'I'hc  in'cnd:-.  for  prtdimi'itir}  r vice-,  will 
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i.ii  . u’inn  'h(  iiiii  I'C'  *.'i\i'n  I'urly  ia  (!i‘vi'ii>pi:>i'nl 
ill  i!>i>  r ; ;■.Mi^l.l^.l'llI  uf  a -'i<t<i'l  Muiiti'  for  full 

ri'i)'itii'ii>i!ii  V . Kni'iiU'i'iinj;  umt  I'liUiniiijt 
'IM*'.!')  will  hr  i'((tjili!i  tn)  III  ii'r  ]irot!  i-'ihilit \' 
I I i!i''i;.’ns  hrfurc*  iiri'  livi'.l  iiroihi -i- 

i iiii>  raiiiiu'ri'inij  i>  |iri)|>n i;.  im  i!ru'j:ru'.(  il  uml 
I ill : lOMou'i  |)iin  of  I hr  ili"'iyi'.  ;u  o,  \- u f r'iiml 
I 'liii  .lii  !u'  ini! itilni  no  liilri  iliiiii  ih."  l.••,';in- 
:iUl,U  (if  !>'l  Ur  II.  IIil'M'Vrr,  ri'-uilH 

•l.iinlil  jii.i'ii!i'  in|i',ii  u>  the  I’l'w’  i'l.ii'r-.-i.  !" 
..  Iilition,  Kniiii'ils  for  l’ro|)<'Mii"i  •;(!  !’>  for  i.ii  - 

V Or'i'li  H.'lil  ( i yi'il  I'i'l'il’’  <Il' V loj'li  " 'l!  [.rori  illll 

I'll  111  -htiolil  |<rovi;!i’  fill  roiilriii  loi  iv.vluaiion 
ni o'liiciiiiiit  - • •ii-iili  liilion:'.  ll  i-  !••«  i',.’ui.;< 

ili.ii  I’KI'  ri,<!n on  ' oiiiiir.';  :hi>  nnir  uir  .o 
I ! k illil  . 1'  l.y  III  ll  I O il  t 111  I i , >Mi  i|  1 I ' 1 till  1 1 1 pl'i  irt'i  I 

*'  I I II  I II'I  !■  1 • ! ■ I il  IP 

I . Siili- 1 ijiii'iit  ui  A^>A  I’A  ill,  liMiil  iir«.  ihn  I i'>:i 

• i!;'iiii-f  K.p,  iij|i  |,i  oMiiTi'a'iif  Ilf  ioi'v.-  li-i'd  linn 

in  ■' i!  iiunl  t.'oliii^  will  uiMi 

j o • 11 'iri  : ll  '!!'  I iiiil>,  i'M'''|)t  till. I (ii  oi  01  crm'iil  i f 
il'.r  ('ll!  I o!li|'l(  iOi’Ill  |if  I'||I|'  lOl'lilip  fi»r  lull  'U'ull' 

[:'i)i!oi  'iiii',  -I Ill  h ' ilifiTnil  uii'll  lion 

un  i ; !!ul_\:  i'^  of  i!h  II' nil  • fuon  1 )'|’ ( *T  III.  In 

'11  1'  iim! tiiii'ov,  j)r(.iil:;it iiiii  will  Ir  iiiiiinti'i!  at  a 
lo'.v  rule  niih  lo.'lint;  iii.d  or  [iroi!'''i-  '.'.liirli  ■ un 
-■  ;ij)orf  foil  ‘'Uili'  j),oi!i|.  lion  ' iloi  r ilurrliy  -.r  i*y 

ili![i.iiiifii,:i 

I'lo  i*roi,oii  \,  :;,i  . inv  noi  f h -um*  .'ot»- 

•i'li'-’i.r  I lojii  liiio,!  a-  • riy  na  |»j-  ihlr  in  !ln.'  foil 
•lit'  )o 'riui  I ;i'!.  jihi  .1'.  (o  iioriilly , roOi;il'.  ';  -y-- 
t<  111  ,^•;lo:l(l  ,'i  ■mull  lit- i proilm  lior;  ^I/KI?’;  to 

iii,- I iiioinl  iii'Mi  for  fimil  (it rlopmi'iil 
• i!  Opel •ifiiifij,;  ir-t  prior  lo  It  (ii’ci-ion  an  fnll-M'iilr 


I .o  ii.i  ii'iii.  ( no  nil  •>  '.,.11',.  !ui  husri!  on  a 

II  r'liiii  a]  dill  ;i  jr;,  1,  ,i('r 

fi.  Application  of  inti-j^rafed  l«s:i.silc  support  ,ILK;. 

1 hr  AriliV  ill  10  )r'  .ddr  lo  pi'io  uir  loiTislic  support 
foi  niuii'iii'i  uirl  i iinipiiii  ill  ;n  niininoun  ('osf,.'^  ii, 
I'T-.i'Uip  nnd  d'- 1 o' I \ rifuri.  This  rccpiirc;,  the 
'll  . piiii'iii  Ilf  111  :,'iiri  'thii'h  arc  sop. 

i'l  :d)ii.'  ;uid  lu  ■ pi.  Ui('  Jo(.''islii;  sv^torii 

lo  lin.'ii'l'  ilo-  or  -"ly  -■.pj-i,;'  'Plic  a[>piira! ion 
O'  ihi*  lnlt't.';rii!''.l  i.o;^i-.ti,'  .- uj/i.iri  ronccpl  in  llu- 
"n-.iK  , ill  iirlni'M'  liir  o*  poals  'i  l;e  I'h'riK  uls  of 
1 i ,Mii  Ik*  iir.piii  d m apj'roprieii'  dotriil  tlirouph- 
ont  ilir  riiiUriirl  iK'ipii -,i! ioii  i)rai('s.s  boginniiu.' 
'•uH\  in  i|)i>  r.iui  pliiid  iih’.uit'  or  j.p'st.itiou  period. 

I i’'0-.iic.  .•uipprui  v.ili  |i  • inlcp'raied  inio  tlie  c-nlire 
di'sioi'.  itnd  dr'.  i*!o|j;ii''ii{  pro.  r.ss  ami  iho  clnment.** 
t'f  ! 1 rondiiiii  d iiilo  ;;  ndal  knri.-tio  support 
; -Irin  for  ihr  iiiiili-r.t'I  system,  hoinp  d(.'voloppd 

7.  Full  fun(!!iii»  for  priorilj'  program.^.  Vv'ilhiri  the 
H ! * I appri'iiriaiion,  li.i;  .'n-niy  must  fully  fum! 

il-  top  prlorily  piojirn-  o it'nf  (ii*v<.'irr)!iU'iit  tiuio 
i-.  no*  ii'iudlirnri!  fo;-  rcn'.i'.vi'^  of  i ic.nger  or  nmnriiuil 
f*:;' lino,  'i'hi-i  rnpin'i'.  tin;  ! r.i  ..n  priorit'/  deip.r’n'ls 
o'l  lU.Vl'l'^  furui-  'ii'.'i  i.i-  nur'di'd  iS  polriiliiil 
lr...!r-oir'  fo!  rn't  i‘r:i.il:i;,;  '.pfioi:  of  the  Arnjy'r. 
dr- i;,pi:'.trd  u!  ,r'n  pi■^n!y  ■ v- fonis.  Till'  iiiyhi'st 
j i'ordy  fer  •"  ploi ."tor,  ,.n.!  ;ii!\.ai.rd  do’,  t.ip. 
I;1 'III  nioii'd  hr  fo'-  ih  . rlojiinn-.'.  O’  pi'i  iinr'  ini- 

p!  ,>vi'.-r'i;t-.  1 -'nij-'ni  'ii -1  :u-d  --.ih.-y -I : ni'i  r lii.-h 
.i|/’.'(' tl  hr  I o- I i:.i;  1 p,  ■ :-.t  in;  ;liiv  I'ffr,  tivr 
■ -'l.••i!•^l'n;i'.■  ;d:i  i i-'yli  ; 1 d,i;  tiilify  o'f  oi-ii.on- 
; ':..iiii/;.  l.'ih -li  h i.-'ii'ihi  \ 1 i;l.pI■o^  iinj:  ojit  ; 11- 

1 .1  I;;;'.  i';lp.';  !>di : 1 ■ .1  dr'i  , 

vS.  Co.sl  vorstiM  .jir.oitity  hnlriiict'.  »'’»sUi,i.n:‘nl 
lii-i- !»  d tl  pr'ioiiir  •;  ;i:i  ..  i.p-  of  ^npri-j; .nr y on  Or,' 
h ri-  ‘h  1 ' p.  . . .1-,  !'h --. r'.-in',  Ihr  Aniiv 

fi'-'l  l‘r  oli;-.i'!,  rVpl-i'"  ll;i  i.--lH  of  niat(.'H'l 
' il'uis  III  o’’  rriM'iirr!  opm’.! ioui'!  (dfer- 

||•  •ilr.'S  il  l'  .ll;  or  I ;>i  1 I.;'  ih'-  fom'-^  i;\  irini.s  of 
lr;\ii>.!li  coni i: .'..rmr'.  n;i-  o);-.  hVInltn  VlUiTiUiUlI, 

I II-  Aiiiiy  iiiii-!  iu'  picpn.i  d O'  iiiaKi  i.iintli  huy-  of 
!-iliir;U  .sNsicms  fi  r miy  yru  l 'if  tlic  U ';il  fon 
repi  the  I'.ijrh  irii!  ros* , und  i:\pluiu  it  ’.veil  in 
;iii'','iUcr,  lo  I).'-'!'  .',1!  'iii'll  lo  iht  f 'o'lpT  >:-s. 

y.  Control  of  progr:.?.)  I'o.sts.  Tlic  hiu'cc.ss  of  a 
niidi'i'icl  pid,.o:”u  ! i:,  i .1  t n t'itu  <i,>n  >i  the 

.Artiiy's  u'oiliiy  lo  m ipiir  - ii:;ii  uprruto  the  rr.iidtlii'» 
within  pliini'.i’ii  hi Thra'.’o'noiit  the 

::.•(luisi^ ion  ( \ Ir,  ( rnr  - ;oc  i'l  necc'v' ary  to 

lii  'irr  iha'  '>-1  ' lii'it-'cs  pivscrii  renlistir  toial 
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AH  KXKKl 


Best  Available  Copy 


coM-t  ;tm!  tluU  ii!i‘;uunj.’i'ul  . .>-t  idjilrd  i- 
o\Ar  tho  lif(  < vrlc.  'I'liii-, 

i>roj;r!\!n  cost  cstimaU's  must  present  id!  rcMUirccs 
m'OPssary  to  licvelop,  prodiu  e.  opcrait  , nod  maii.- 
taiu  the  sysli'iu.  Kciilistic  cost  csliinate.-  im  nniiirt- 
fully  presented,  are  cs'-eirtia!  U>  (oidident  and 
'proper  proi;raru  'leeisions. 

o.  Initial  cost  estimate;',  are  ha-eil  on  rather 
oioad  outliru::-:  0i  the  eom;eptuid  sy:Uem  and 
liistoric  cost  data  ohUdned  from  similar  programs, 
t.’o'-t  effeetiveite  s studios  and  trade-of!'  luudyse's 
dviriiiK  coti'-ept  f')nm,ilution  um  oidy  W l)ar.ed  on 
the  host  ostiiiiale,  then  eurronl,  of  the  ultimate 
system  cost.  Subsoque.rit  cost  aiid  operatiomd 
efrecliveues.s  and  trade-off  nna!ys<\;  will  be  more 
c.'.actiti};  aa  coshs  hecorne  hotter  knowm  and 
teehnicai  and  operational  performance  are  denum- 
•sl  rated  by  U-stiap.  TRADOtJ  is  responsible  for 
cost  and  operativiival  cITectivencss  arody.se.s.  Proj- 
ect Managers  are  rcspon.sible  for  the  (otitlucl  of 
engineering  trade-off  analyses. 

h.  Design  tradc-olls  and  engineering  changes 
to  reduce  acquisition  losUs  mij.-l  not,  impset 


i!tl V'Tse'.y  on  the  iife.  i'y(;!e  ( .'it  of  Ov.'ner>ihi[). 
t.;fr  cycle  r (,~i  is  the-  overriding  cost  determinant ; 
dcsif./n-io-cost  is  .'.n  aid  in  t!>e  jjroces:.-. 

c,  ('ontrol  of  deveiopMient.  co«ts  n\ust  include, 
an  understanding  t-f  the  full  eost  i of  t*  clinical 
chaugns  Prop!  r copeiih  riitiott  of  pr-elucU.  n costa 
de.ring  di  vclopm,  nt  \rill  re<piirc  that  “De  ;l;rn-?o- 
Vnit lyiuvay  t'ost,”  (n.s  defitied  in  tlio  OSl> 
Budget  tlnidance  Mamia!)  goals  ho  itstabllshet! 
in  the  vidiflation  plnuse  prior  to  entry  into  full- 
scale  development.  “Design-to- Unit -’cly  away 

('osi”  goals  are  not  appropriate  for  contractual 
purposes;  Uieiefore,  contrar'uid  design -to-cost 
(D  l'<  ■;  goals  for  design  sensitive  hardv/are  should 
be  set  ill  terms  of  recurring  hardware  u’lit  costs. 
It!  esta'nlishing  DTC.-  goals,  considr lution  should 
be  (.pven  to  capability  growth  if  the  potential 
nets!  for  -.'uh  growth  can  be  forecasted.  A DThl 
goal  established  !,y  tlic  Aimy  for  a materiel  pro- 
gram will  be  staled  in  the  draft  DCP  or  Program 
Memorandum  which,  when  approved,  i.s  con- 
sidered n lumlriict  between  OSD  ami  the  Anny. 


Th«  proponent  agency  of  this  rcgulotion  is  the  Office  of  the  Chief  of 
Research,  Devetopment,  and  Acquisition.  Users  arc  invited  to  send  com- 
ments and  suggested  improvements  on  DA  Form  2028  (Recommended 
Changes  to  Publications  and  DIdnk  Forms)  direct  to  BQDA  (DAMA~P>A) 
WASH  DC  20310. 

l',y  Order  of  the.  SoctrUiiy  of  tin;  Anny; 


FU UD  C.  WEVA.ND 
O'cncraL  Urdtid  SUitcft  .U7».y 

(Jilieial;  Ctdef  of  th'aff 

VEUNE  L.  BOWER.S 
M'lji/r  Oenerdi,  United  States  Arnuj 
The  Adjutant  General 


DI.^TRlUU'ilON; 

'I'o  be  disfriiaited  in  iic'-oidaui'e  wilii  DA  h^oriii  t'J  '.lA  ioi{uin'ii'"ii! 
Active  Ai'my : E tQlv  Rqr  lil.-vk  No.  I'.t) 

.lA’AV/.'  None 

USMi:  V (Qfy  R,|r  Bl-xk  .No.  IH) 


fi>r  R,  iVrmv  Pix'grnmv  ; 
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Tino  St9i 


rvtaiteitr  M'wriM  tfticks 


; SUBJECT  ^y>tem  A>.'-.:uis:  tion  Manage!'’ '’I't  Cara-  rr 

''sference:  (a)  DoD  Directive  5000.1,  "Acquisition  of  Vajor 

Defense  Systems,"  July  13,  1971 

(b)  DoD  Instruction  1430. 1C,  "DoD-Wide  Civilian 

Career  Programs,"  June  2,  19G6 

(c)  DoD-Wide  Training  Agreement  for  Rotational 

Assignments  for  Development  of  Key 
Personnel  of  the  Department  of  Defense, 
October  19,  1973 

(d)  DoD  Instruction  1430.5,  "Civilian  Emcloyce 

Training  Policies  and  Standards," 

September  28,  1971 

(e)  LoD  Directive  5160.55,  "Defense  Systems  Manaae- 

ment  School,"  July  19,  1973 

I.  PURPOSE 

This  Directive  establishes  policy  for  the  selection, 
training  and  career  development  of  DoD  personnel  who 
are  required  for  the  management  of  major  defense  systems 
acquisition.  It  is  intended  that  this  directive  be 
subordinate  to  and  supportive  of  the  nolicies  defined 
’n  reference  (a). 

I I , applicability 

The  provisions  of  this  Directive  aonly  to  the  Military 
Departments  and  the  Defense  Agencies  (hereinafter 
referred  to  collectively  as  "DoD  ComDonents")  involved 
in  the  acquisition  management  of  major  defense  systems 
as  defined  in  reference  (a). 


Ill . POLICY 

A.  As  outlined  in  reference  (a),  successful  manaae- 
ment  of  major  defense  sy5te:is  durina  the  develop- 
ment, production,  and  deployment  phases  is 
primarily  dependent  upon  experienced  and  competent 


indi'^dui:1s  who  have  authority  comensu rate  witii  their 
resGOrisiDi  1 ity  and  accountability  for  3 niven  proerarr,. 

B,  each  major  nrooran>  is  to  be  iranaoed  by  a simle  individual 
iProgrd"',  Manager;  , nc;  is  suooortea  'yv  a ecu''  nf  persons 
qualified  in  systems  acquisition  : anacje-'-^-i' . r.e  s'  -.n  have 
ready  access  to  senior  rnanaocxient  and  be  cent  infor-rod  about, 
decisions  relatino  to  his  pronram. 


In  order  to  achieve  this  end,  career  f'dijp  rust  te  ccvelciipd 
and  maintained  to  rre.-de  lino  ars  st^ff  corners  ivitimn  ti>e 
t'old  of  svslen  acr. ..-is  j tion  ipanaoeniert.  C-uroor  oprortur, 1 1^  er 
.rail  be  eotahlishoc  to  atii'aci,  develop,  r.toir'  and  reward 
..oitstandi no  military  officers  and  civilian  oyees  reou i roo 
as  Program  Maiiooers , or  as  their  princ’ral  deputies/ 
as.-istants.  Civilian  career  programs  v.-ill  be  dc-vf;‘, om d unde" 
the  gui de' i ncs  c.::nteined  in  reference  {\:). 


In  establisning  Uiest:  c i vi  1 1 an/mi  1 i tary  ccre<  r finios.  the  i .i,; 
Connononts  must  identify,  as  a minimum,  tnr  fclln.virn  -.tandard;. 
and  criteria: 


■A.  define  qualifications  for  selection  to  includt  rer  r,.'rmanc'i' , 
experience,  level  o‘'  traininr?,  and  •sor"s  ■ ‘iducation, 
anoli cable  to  r.acti  ^'"try  grade . bebre.-n  of  ar  i-dividuil 
not  having  proven  oorfor  iianct  '.n  cc-iu  ui  tion  manace:;  ent 
should  on  -ade  condition..:  until  s :ch  rer /:.■>- -.^nce  bcc  mes 
a flatter  o+'  record. 


B.  '..’etermine  the  "irproximate  numbe  r of  personnel  at  t -y  n ran:  .' 
araJe  reauireu  ’o  i-'an  the  career  fields.  I.r.sure  teat  nrair- 
levelf-  arc  cOT'oriseratn-  vnth  the  rosnsmsi;  i'itv,  aut'-r,. q tv , 
pro'-’r-.r-  accounra.  1 1 1 ■ , and  broad  sun'^rvismn  r •- 

■ •xf'r -I  sed  ex'  f-jnctional  and  contractor  uc ; ; v i 1 1 c s . The 

.:rad>  strui„ti..r.e  b;  -'ocram  offices  stnuld  recoonizo  tno 
'U'eat  imnertance  rf  systems  acouisition. 


•sv^icu  a career  oroqression  clan  rn^’udirnr  Traum;  ■ ar.c 
P''0  - css  i onal  educati'’n  reciui  remen  ts  : 1 :cnt  r : i ;ot  ^ r ■ i;  T t'.rf-'. 
'!?  e.'peri once  zees i jerf'd  uencficial  "Cr  u^'-urir;-  ■'.u.pr  level 
■ ■ ;rcm  va-jrr  ■ o'- ^ 1 1 one  ; Adn’ r v- * rat  i vi=  , rt:-;'!  . .o-.p 

. , ■ ■ ; -m  r - ..-.s I n.  , V;,,.  - . 

: -!>  ' ' . \l  *-  -at  C^tn*  »’  ; • '*  7 S'"  * i-'’  > • ^ ' 

” .T-*  . »-  r C ■ it.'  ir*'  ■■!  "V  ‘-'‘f  ' t ■'  * '.  • ' ; 

, p-  <;  ' • . -t-:'r:m-  'i  -i  nr  ; , ■ )u  sl  S 


L.  Establish  maximum  assi gri-'ent  flexibility  for  civil  servants 
within  existing  Civil  Service  ^.equlations , including  potilit/ 
anreement' . IntercoiCiPonent  rotational  ass  iqnn'cnts  should  he 
considered  for  developTiental  traininc  ss  outlipi'-J  iri  rc^er-'-nc 
(c).  Pern, ancnt  civilian  cxolovees  'sa.-  be  placec  in  nr.  '.'ct 
nnanagament  oositions  0*1  e oernanert  type  of  reass  ■ op’^C'-  t - 
promotion,  but  w' tn  the  understand irg  that  they  -ey  lat-'-r  Le 
Diace-d  ill  a oositi'in  of  oouivaient  orade  and  ciy  i a tj 
‘ional  organization  of  the  DoO  Corocnent. 

P.  Provide  for  release  fron  the  career  fields,  let’"  .jn  ■ 

voluntary  basis  and  on  the  oasis  of  ;ian;i'3f"enr  iPitiat  li- 
the resu-ts  of  oericpJic  reviews  of  perforniance  :ndi;_.'t‘j  ‘ ' v. 
such  action  is  aoDropriais. 

TRAINING 

A,  Each  Co;aoonont  is  reS00'iS3t::e  r r trair^n.  .•pr.;- 
cstat'lisn  a -jadpc  0*  'ilitarv  ant  C'vinan  oer jO'-''ei 
to  ;:  eet  » cs  'i.'tuPO  nesus  ic-r  leaoci*.  ■ 10  1 > s vjte-  pc 
sianaoep'ient . 

S.  Prof-ess  ional  education  and  training  procra"s  should  iiro.'CiC 
for  orooressive  nrowtii  at  tne  entry,  inter'ediate,  and 
Senior  levels  to  ioeet  standards  deterr.inec  and  set  by  ea. 
component  rcspecti  vely.  Selection  <'or  orofess  in>  • 1 ’'.-j-r ^ 
at  the  Defense  Systems  ’dan,.nei lent  3Cho-il  , rrjur-a--  anap-.'-rs 
Course,  should  follow  nrcicedurn-s  established  for  otre-- 
intermediate  level  Hlitar>  colleens.  C'  vil  ian  eroloyees 
wi’’!  be  trained  in  accordance  '-.■itr  c-f  dt"' 

Irstruction  linS.S  (reference  (o)).  All  rain^'  pys'.o" 

•''‘roaran  ranaoor  car.didates  should  n.iv,  ■ • ..ij'-pna’  at  • ; ■ 
at  the  Defense  Systeiiis  'landcemont  s ‘inace-’-n't 

Course  ( I’’ .C ) or  Executi  vo  Refresher  i...turro  : i , e i ‘ 
before  or  sncr-i.ly  foUo-wim  .-’csi cnpcr,*-  *-  a a'c  r-v--!  . 
office. 

J hSuNNEL  MAh cGl lif NJ 

M.  Performance  measurements  shali  {.p  dev^  ’ 're-.i  cpl  . i / ■ 

in  order  to  in  -ure  that  only  t^e  nc  ‘ •.  v.  v,.  . 

are  retained  and  r<r.varried  in  ,'h.>  ,,ui  -i 

’■(inapeippi  t career  field.  ® 

Ti't.  Progran'  '-lanagor  will  be  nel  ^jco'-.in I e for  oerforin- 
ancG  within  his  assioned  resoonsit^i  ty  and  that  perform- 
ance will  evaluated  taking  into»|nsideration  nroaran 
pecul  iar  condi  tions  . 

i,  . Tf‘iiur-p  O’*  assienments  HiUSt  fe  suf  f i c i en^'o  er.s  ire  not  - nl  y 
effective  managernent  ana  evaluation,  ou-^alsc  continuity  of 

ft) 
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management.  Changes  of  Program  ’'anagers,  if  necessary , shcol 
normally  occur  near  major  program  milestones , and  only  v.it'". 
the  approval  of  the  Chartering  Authority  to  whom  the  Prooram 
Manager  is  responsible  as  specified  in  the  Program  Cha-te*'. 
There  should  ue  a period  of  overlap  betvjcen  the  outacin- 
Program  Manager  and  his  repl aceniert.  '■'imilerly,  the  *-otstion 
or  reassignment  of  key  assistants  should  be  controlled  by  the 
needs  of  the  Program  f,anager  to  insure  a prooer  balance 
between  effectiveness  and  continuity  of  niananenent. 

D.  Opportunities  for  advancement  stiould  be  ecuiva’ient  with  tnose 
of  contemporaries  in  op  - 'ational , lire  and  conmand  oositions, 
'.•.'here  boards  are  established  for  the  ourpose  of  selectino 
individuals  for  advancement,  thev  should  include  experienced 
system  acquisition  management  renresentaticn  to  insure  that 
only  the  best  qualified,  based  on  demonstrated  nerformance, 
are  selected  for  promotion. 

E.  A performance  monitoring  system  for  all  oersons  who  are 
involved  or  aspire  to  be  involved  in  the  manaaement  of  major 
defense  systems  v/ill  be  maintained  by  each  DoO  Component. 
Selection  of  personnel  for  key  positions  in  management  of 
major  defense  systems  will  non.ially  be  made  only  from  amor.r. 
those  so  tracked,  and  heavy  reliance  v.'ill  be  placed  on  oer- 
formance  records  for  determination  of  those  best  Qualified. 

F.  General  or  flag  rank  officer'  or  civilian  equivalents  {''-S-lo 
to  18,  PL-31.'i)  normally  should  be  considered  for  assion'-ent 
as  Program  Managers  only  if  they  have  had  substantial  prior 
experience  in  program  management  or  system  acquisition,  to 
include  o^^mcnstrated  performance  as  a militarv  C-5,  C-e , or 
eguivale.it  civilian  prooram  management  experience. 

G.  Colonels/Captains  or  civiliar  equivalents  should  not  be  con- 
sidered for  assignment  as  Program  “anaoers  unless  thev  have 
had  pronram  management  or  system  acquisition  experience,  to 
include  one  or  more  assignments  to  a program  office. 

H.  Personnel  should  be  selected  on  the  basis  of  skills  and 
experience  needed  to  orosecute  successfully  a nrooram  or 
prooram  p.hase  regardless  of  military  or  civilian  statu'. 

’‘-'PI  r’^EuTATlON  LriECTIVE  DATE 

A.  Tne  meniers  of  uefense  Systems  .’’anagement  School  Policv 

Guidance  Council  (reference  (e))  will  nomtor  So?  Component 
imple^  entail  OP  of  this  directive  and  will  ra'-o  recommen- 
dations fo'  ch.anqes  in  loS  Component  impl 'n 'e’'tati  on  , 


B. 


This  Dirsctive  is  effective  imediately.  copies  of 
implerienting  ciocuments  shall  be  fon-varded  to  v^'C  Director 
Defense  Research  and  Engineering  within  90  day?. 
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N^-p.rch  4,  1975 
NUMBER  5160.55 


DDR&E 


Department  of  Defense  Directive 


SUBJECT 


Defense  Systems  Management  Sc. tool 
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Refs:  (a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 


DoD  Directive  5010.  16,  "Defense  Management 
Education  and  T raining  Program",  July  28,  1972 
DoD  Directive  5160.55,  ^Defense  Systems  Manage- 
ment School",  -Tune  20,  1974  (hereby  cancelled) 
I'ublic  Law  92-463 
Executive  Order  11686 


1.  REISSUANCE  AND  PURPOSE 


This  Directive  (a)  reissues  the  charters  for  the  Defense 
Systems  Management  School  (DSMS)  Policy  Guidance 
C ouncil  and  the  DSMS  Board  of  Visitors;  (b)  establishes 
and  authorizes  the  operation  of  a DSMS,  with  a DSMS 
FUit icy  Guidance  Ciouncil  and  a DSMS  Board  of  ’'isitors; 
and  (c)  provides  guidance  and  criteria  for  - DSMS 
mission,  supervision,  and  administration.  Rf  • ence  (b) 
is  hereby  superseded  and  cancelled. 

II.  APPLICABILITY  AND  SCOPE 

The  provisions  of  this  Directive  apply  to  the  Military 
Departments;  the  Director,  Defense  Research  and  Engi- 
neering; the  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Defense  (Compti  oller  / 
Installations  and  Logistics /Program  Analysis  and  Evalua- 
tion/Manpower  and  Reserve  Affairs):  and  those  Defense 
Dgoncies  concerned  with  defense  system  acquisiti  )n 
(hereinafter  referred  to  collectively  as  "DoD  Components'  ). 


in.  ROLE  AND  MISSION 

A.  The  DSMS  is  a joint  Military  Service /Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  professional  military  institution 
operating  under  the  direction  of  a Policy  Guidance 
Council  chaired  by  the  Director,  Defense  Research 
and  Engineering.  Tt  serves  as  the  capstone  for  the 
professional  education  of  DoD  Component  personnel 


Continuati''n  III, 


in  pi'i  JL’  ram  ' pro manai/ement  and  defense  system  acquisition 
nianast'mont . 


P.  The  mission  of  the  DSMS  is  to- 

I,  conduct  adv-anced  courses  of  study  that  will  prepare  selected 
military  officers  and  civilian  personnel  for  (a)  assignments 
in  program -'pro lect  management  career  fields , and  (b)  coping 
with  various  facets  o’'  defense  svstem  acauisition  manage- 
ment. This  is  die  primary  mission  of  the  school. 

J.  C onduct  research  or  special  studies  m defense  program/ 
pro’ect  management  and  defense  system  acquisition  manage- 
ment concepts  and  methods. 

3.  Assemble  and  disseminate  information  concerning  new 
policies,  methods,  and  practices  in  program ''project  man- 
agement and  defense  svstem  acquisition  management. 


IV.  HlfSPOXSIPILITltiS 

A.  Tile  mission,  composition,  and  operation  of  the  DSMS  Policy 

Guidance  Council  arc  described  in  its  charter  (enclosure  1). 

P.  The  mission,  composition,  and  operation  of  the  DSMS  Board  of 

\‘isitors  are  described  in  its  charter  (enclosure  2). 

C.  The  Commandant  of  the  DSMS  will; 

1.  Operate  tiie  DSIUS  as  a centralized  activitv  for  the  profes- 
sional education  of  selected  militarv  officers  and  civilian 
personnel  in  all  facets  of  program/ project  management  with 
emphasis  on  managing  the  acquisition  of  defense  systems. 

2.  Implement  the  poliev  guidance  provided  bv  the  DSMS  Policy 
Guidance  Council. 

3.  Provide  the  courses  identified  in  enclosure  3 and,  as 
resources  permi*.  extension  courses,  on-site  course,g, 
seminars,  and  symposia  in  response  to  specific  needs  of  the 
the  DoD  Componc.nts  or  in  response  to  specific  direction 
from  the  DSMS  Policy  Guidance  Council. 

4.  Allocate  student  auotas  for  each  course,  based  upon  needs 
of  each  DoD  Component,  and  re  reive  nominations  for  each 
class . 
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5.  i^ovelop  admissions  policy,  educ-ational  practices  and  stand- 
a >■  5s , curricula,  and  other  func  tional  material  necessary  for 
‘..I"  efficient  functioning  ')f  the  DSMS,  MUth  coordination  as 
anpropriate  i^ith  DoU  Components,  the  Defense  Management 
I-.'ducation  and  'I'rainine  Boarc!  (reference  (a),  DoD  Directive 
5010.16),  civilian  acaciemic  institutions,  and  defense  industry 
and  general  business  organizations. 

6.  Conduct  research  or  special  studies  directed  toward  improving 
the  curricula  and  increasing  the  body  of  knowledge  in  program/ 
project  manau'-ment  and  defense  system  acquisition  manage- 
ment. 

7.  Disseminate  current  management  information  assembled  or 
developed  at  DSMS  to  the  Government  and  the  defense  industry 
community . 

8.  Have  appi'oval authority  for  and  obtain  the  equipment  and  items 
required  bv,  and  in  accordance  with,  the  mission  of  the  DSMS. 
Ffquipmeril  and  item.s  requiring  special  authorization  by  Public 
I. aw,  F-'vecutive  Order,  or  DoD  IDirective/Ir.struction  will  be 
obtained  in  atrcordance  with  the  pertinent  directions. 

9.  Submit  his  nomination  for  the  Deputy  Commandant  to  the  DSMS 
Poliev  Guidance  Council,  tlirougFi  the  Flxec’utive  .Secretary,  for 
approval, 

10.  Nominate  and,  upon  receipt  of  necessary  approval  by  the  DSMS 
Policy  Guidance  Council  (see  Charter  of  the  DSMS  Board  of 
\ isitors,  enclosure  2),  appoint  new  members  to  the  nine- 
member  Board  of  \ isitors;  appoint  a Secretary  to  the  Board 
of  \'isitors  from  the  DSMS  staff;  schedule  all  meetings  of  the 
F8oard  of  N'isitors;  report  recommendations  of  the  Board  of 
Visitors  to  the  DSMS  Policy  Guidance  Council  and  obtain  DSMS 
Policy  Guiriance  Council  concurrence  on  the  actions  planned 
to  be  taken  on  the  recommendations. 

D.  The  Secretaries  of  the  Military  Departments  and  Directors  of  the 

concerned  Defense  Agencies  (or  their  designees)  will  provide  the 

Commandant,  DSMS,  with  the  following; 

1.  Current  policies  and  procedures,  which  relate  to  all  phases  of 
a defense  system's  life  cycle,  or  a continuing  basis. 

2.  Annual  requirements  and  five-year  projections  for  the  educa- 
tion to  be  provided  by  tlie  DSMS  in  accordance  with  DoD 
Directive  5010.  16  (reference  (a)). 
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who.  bv  \ irtue  of  outstantiing  perforrn- 
a'p'i-  uf  fiutv  ant*  doinijnsirated  arad<.-niic  ability,  have 
'.a-  potential  to  hold,  or  itave  'oeen  snleeted  to  hold,  senior 
■'..riitions  in  protirani  .'projec  t nia nagcm ■ i . t . 

4.  Inlurn.ation  ri.-<tr.rdin4  utilization  of  former  DSMS  students 
for  five  vears  subsequent  to  thtnr  graduation. 

If.  The  Sccretarv  of  the  Army,  or  his  designee,  will; 

1.  I’roviiie  ant;  mninta'M  facilities  es.sential  to  the  operation 
tjf  the  DSMS  in  a manner  commensurate  with  the  impor- 
tance t)i  Its  n-is.sion  to  ail  DoD  Components. 

d.  Assure  that  adininis'rative  and  resource  support  is  timely 
and  fullv  adequate  for  the  accomplishment  of  the  mission 
assiuncu  to  the  OSMS. 

:i.  Revh-'w  tlie  DSMS  annual  budget  and  include  it  in  the 
ncpartrimni  of  ti.e  .hrmN'  cv-'-rall  btuiget  and  financial  plan. 

\- . ADMINr-^rnATION 

A.  'I'hc  position  of  C <>mmandant,  OSMS,  will  rotate  among  the 
Army,  Navy,  and  -A  ir  I-btrce,  T'b.e  rv'rmal  tour  of  duly  will  be 
th.rce  vears,  T he C ommandant  will  report  to  the  DSMS  Policy 
Cuiilarc  eCounci!  cliairc.*  it\  the  Director  of  D'dT'nse  Research 
and:  If nrinecrinu.  -Miliiarc  Depai’tmcnt  rutminees  will  be 
aripi  ove  1 bv  the  DSMS  Policy  CiUidancw  (.'oum  il. 

1.  'Pie  ('  ■mmaiidant  nssig.ned  w ill  l:Old  th<'  rank  of  General 
or  1-  la  a Officer. 

2.  Ifxperience  in  the  management  of  a major  defense  system 
acquisition  progi'um  is  essential. 

Pj.  To  provide  continuitv  and  assure  th.at  all  tb.ree  Military 
DcTjartments  are  represented  at  the  management  level  of  the 
l.tSMS,  each  Deviarlment  will  nominate  a O olonel /Captain  to 
assist  ttie  Commandant  in  the  operation  of  the  school.  The 
tour  of  dutv  will  be  three  vears.  Aliluary  Department  nomi- 
nees w ill  be  approved  bv  the  Commandant. 

C.  C ommiss  ioned  oificei  s andi  enlisted  personnel  from  all  DoD 
C jimponents , augmented  by  qualified  civilian  personnel  will 
be  assigm-d  to  tlie  faculty  and  staff  of  the  DSAIS  on  a prorated 
basis.  ' he  faculty  assignees  should  have  had  experience 
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ir.  •■-;’enf!e  svsu-ms  acauisMii-n  rnanaijt'nuj'ra  . T!ip  tcjur  of  duty 
;>r  irnlitarv  faoultv  \v;!!  'M-ofr  v.-ars.  ,\ii  *‘acultv  and  btaff 
-.1  imirK-rs  will  be  approved  u ^ t'a-  ( ■ ■mn'ao  iar:'. . 

VI.  Pl-b  H H.WIMIXC;,  BUi)GETL\(;.  AM)  FIN.ANC  .'Nc; 


'!' iif' 1 )opa rtment  of  the  Armv  will  be  responsible  for  proeramming, 
budgeting  and  financing  all  expenses  incidvnt  lo  the  operation  of 
the  DSMS,  except  as  indicated  below,  and  \\  til  separately  identify 
all  such  expenses  iti  its  Operation  and  Maintenance  budget  and 
t'inancial  plan  s ubin iss ion  n,  theO-'fice  of  t.he  Scc'retarv  of  Defense. 

-A.  The  pay  allowances  (incl-uiing  subsistence).  Permanent 
Change  of  Station  travel  exnenses  of  military  personnel 
permanently  or  temporarily  assigned  to  assist  in  the  manage- 
ment or  operation  of  the  DSMS,  including  instructors,  will 
be  borne  Ijv  the  Military  Service  to  which  such  personnel 
’.'•■long.  Tile  salaries  and  expenses,  including  travel  r/f  civil- 
ian personnel  temporarilv  assigned,  will  be  borne  by  the  l)ol) 

( omponent  by  which  personnel  are  emploved. 

P.  Pav,  allowances,  and  travel  costs  (not  integral  to  courses 
of  instruction)  of  militarv  and  cicolian  personnel  assigned  as 
students  at  the  DSMS  will  be  borne  by  the  sponsoring  DoD 
C ornpori'..  nt . 

C.  Other  P’ederal  agencies  and  ’ndustrial  concerns  accepting 
invitational  quotas  will  be  required  to  pav  all  direct  costs 
such  as  tra\el,  per  diem,  and  subsistence.  Appropriate 
tuition  t’ees  mav  be  assessed  non-lJoD  acti\ities  at  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  Secretarv  of  the  Arm.v. 

MI.  Kl  lOlCTIVF  DATE  AM)  IMPLEMENTATION 

This  Directive  is  effective  immediately.  Two  copies  of  the 
instructions  issued  to  implement  this  Directive  will  be  forw'arded 
to  the  Director  of  Defense  Research  and  Engineering  within  60 
da  vs . 


Enclosures  - 3 

1.  C barter  of  the  DSMS  Policy  Guidance  Council 

2.  Charter  of  the  DSMS  Poard  of  Visitors 

3.  C ourses  Provided  by  the  DSMS 
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CKAH!  ' ;:  CV-  -nn:  Drll-  llXSE  SYSTEMS  VANAriKMKNT  SCHOOL 
SAH.'t  Y OUinAM  CC>L\CH. 


I.  i'LMHOSL 


Th.ls  ( '.arier  oresc  ribes  the  mission,  composition,  and  operation 
; - he  n<’i’ense  Svsiems  Manaecmcnr  School  (I)SAISl  Policy  Ouidance 

C':iv,ncil  (i-iereinaAei-  r'^'ferred  to  as  the  Council). 

II.  MIS^IOa 


The  mission  of  the  Council  is  to  (a)  establish  policy,  provide 
2uA':-.n(  p,  and  act  as  prime  yarisdict ional  agent  for  the  operation 
and  administration  of  tiie DS.wIS;  (b)  approve  the  admissions  poliev 
and  the  curriculum  ’'or  each  new  DSMS  course;  (c)  approve  the 
nomination  of  the  DSMS  Commandant  and  the  Deputy  Commandant; 
and  (rH  approve  the  nomination  of  each  new  member  of  the  DSMS 
b’oard  of  \‘isitors. 

III.  COMPOSITION 


Th.f'  members  of  the  Council  will  be  the  Director  of  Defense  Re- 
search and  Fngineering,  who  will  ser\-e  as  Chairman;  Assistant 
Secretaries  of  [defense  0#iLl,  (P.Af«L').  (CM,  and  (M&K.A),  a repre- 
sentative of  the  S'ecretary  of  each  Military  Department;  the 
Cummanders  of  Army  Materiel,  Naval  Material,  .Air  I'orce  Svs- 
tem.s  and  L.ogistics  Commands;  and  the  .Assistant  Director  of 
Defense  Research  and  Rngineerintr  (Lnsineering  Poliev),  who  will 
serve  as  its  Executive  Secretarv.  Tim  Chairman  will  appoint  a 
Pvecording  Secretarv. 

I\  . OPERATION 

.All  meetings  will  be  held  at  the  call  of  the  Chairman,  normally  on 
a nuarterlv  basis.  No  less  than  one  meeting  of  the  C.'ouncil  will 
be  held  each  Government  fiscal  \car  v.  uh  the  DSMS  Commandant 
to  review  operating  plans. 

The  Execut ive  Secretary  will  meet  as  necessarv  with  points  of 
contact  appointed  bv  c-ach  cif  the  Council  members,  to  formulate 
rec-(.immendations  and  perform  other  duties  as  may  be  directed 
bv  the  Chairman. 

The  Recording  Secretary  will  receive  items  for  discussion  from 
Counc  il  members;  prepare  the  agenda  and  minutes  of  each  meeting; 
and  obtain  the  Chairman's  approval  of  the  agenda  prior  to  issuance. 
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V.  PUR  AT  IPX 

The  C'oura  ;1  will  automaticallv  ’erminate  upun  completion  of  its 
mission  or  not  later  than  two  years  ff  'm  the  date  of  its  reaffirma- 
tion, whiichever  occurs  earlier,  unless  approval  is  obtained  in  ad- 
vance to  continue  the  C ouncil  for  another  two-year  period  in  accord- 
anc(‘  with  requirements  of  the  DoP  C'ommittee  Management  Pro- 
gram. The  activities  of  the  Council  will  be  evaluated  annually 
by  the  Chairman  to  determine  whether  the  Council  should  be  con- 
tinued and,  if  so,  whether  its  role  should  be  changed. 

VI.  DATE  OF  RTTM  PIRMATIOX 
January  0,  1975 
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l^OARD  01‘  \ ISf  TORS 


1.  PURF-H)R[; 


In  ac  ,:>rdance  with  I^ublic  Law  02-453  (reference  (c))  and  Execu- 
ti\'e  Order  11685  (reference  (c-'t,  and  implementing  OMR  and 
OoH  r*-aulations  for  i'eieral  Ad  :!=orv  L r)mmi'tees,  this  charter 
res'- "iV-'es  -hc'  mission,  eomposr  .on,  anti  operaAon  of  the  Defense 
vstems  .Mana  oement  School  (DSMS)  t-'<>urd  of  \'isitors  (herein- 
a::er  re^'erred  to  as  the  Board'. 


II.  .MISSION 

The  mission  of  the  h'oard  is: 

. ! '-1  exroriine  'he  oi'c'anizat  ion,  ntanagement , curricula, 

n'.-thod.s  oi'  inst  riK  t ion,  facilities,  and  other  aspet  ts  of  the 
oi>e- ra •:  1 on  of  th.r-  DSMS;  and 

h . To  ni''  vale  a renort,  .at  leas'  once  etic-h  vear,  to  tiie  DSMS 
I’olic-,'  ('.uidancr  C ouncil  and  ' -.e  Commandant,  DSMS,  setting 
■'ortii  *ln  results  er'  ;ts  e\,-tm -.n.a'ion  ;ind  recommendations 
henr-nu  or  'hiC  acconiplishn'.t  .nt  of  tlte  DSMS  mission. 

III.  COMEmSITION 


A.  T!ie  I 'tarri  will  i^o  composed  f.'f  tltree  members  from  the 
acarietroic  communit'.',  three  mem.'oers  from  the  defense 
industrv,  ind  titree  mem*bers  fioim  the  iteneral  business 
rom.rnuni!  y. 

P.  The  Commandant,  DSMS,  tvill  nominate  to  the  DSMS  Policy 
Ciuidance-  Council  new  members  of  the  Hoard  based  not  only 
upon  his  own  considerations,  but  upon  recommendations  re- 
ceived ‘Tom  members  of  the  Council  and  the  Board  itself. 
Cpon  concurrence  of  the  Council  on  the  nominees,  final  ap- 
proval will  be  obtained  by  the  Council's  Fixccutive  Secretary 
Airough  the  Deputv  Assistan'  .Rpcr(-’:arv  (.Administration)  in 
the  Office  of  the  .Assistant  Secretai'’.  o'’  Defense  (Comptrol- 
! e r ) . 

C.  The  term  of  a T’oard  member  will  be  two  vears;  however,  a 
one-vear  extension  will  be  granted  upon  submittal  cf  the 
Chairman's  recommendations  to  the  Commandant  for  his  con- 
currence prior  to  submittal  to  the  DSMS  Policy  Cuidanre 
Council  ‘’or  final  approval. 
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')!’  the  F’-oard  will  Fe  elected  from  its  member- 
1 a DOoir.tment  b the  < ' ■ immanda  nt . DSMS. 

E . 

T'o 

S T •- 

L n-ta rv  \o  the  Foard  v.ili  Ff-  appointed  ‘rom  the  DSMS 
: v p-.f  Commandant,  F>SMS. 

. 

T he 

H erordintJ 

Secretarv  of  the  DSMS  Policy  Guidance  t.ouncil 

Will  attend  all  mef  'incs  of  the  I'.oard  as  an  observer,  and  wui 
e authoritv  to  arijourn  anv  meeting  of  the  Foard  which  is  not 
C'.tns idered  to  b-'  ir.  the  public  interest. 

IV.  OPr.HATIOX 


A.  The  Board  will  meet  at  least  once  each  fiscal  vear,  but  not 
more  than  twice,  to  perform  its  examination  and  draft  a report 
containing  the  results  of  its  examination  and  recommendations 
facilitate  accomplishment  of  the  OSMS  mission.  The  report 
of  the  Board  will  be  submitted  to  the  Executive  Secretary  of 
the  nSMS  Poliev  fluidancr-  Council  through  the  Commandant. 
DSMS,  not  more  than  one  m,  mth  al'ter  each  of  its  meetings. 

F' . Each  m.eeting  of  the  Foard  will  be  limited  to  three  day,s  in 
length. 

C.  Xo  less  than  30  days  prior  to  each  meeting  of  the  Foard,  the 
Comrriandant,  DSXIS,  will  provide  a packet  of  information  to 
the  Ffoard.  I'his  packet  will  contain,  ns  a minimurr.,  the  date 
and  tentative  agenda  for  the  next  meeting,  and  a report  of  the 
actions  taken  bv  the  Commandant,  DSMS,  since  the  most  re- 
cent meeting  of  the  Board. 

D.  The  Secretary  to  the  Board  will  provide  the  necessary  adminis- 
trative support  to  the  Foard,  duplicate  the  reports  of  the 
Foard,  and  provide  copies  of  the  reports  to  the  DSMS  Policy 
Guidance  Council;  the  Commandant,  DS.MS;  the  Board;  and 
others  as  appropriate. 

E.  Expenses  of  Board  members,  including  consulting  fees,  travel 
and  subsistence,  will  be  borne  by  the  DSMS. 

!•' . The  estimated  annual  cost  of  operation  of  the  Board  is 
r3,500and  less  than  one-quarter  man-vear  of  full-time  staff 
support. 


M a r 4 , 7 5 
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V.  DUH.ATIOX 


Th"  Foard  will  terminate  upon  the  completion  of  it«  mission,  or 
no-  later  than  two  -t'ears  followlne  the  filing  of  the  charter,  unless 
prior  to  that  time  it  is  renewed  by  appropriate  action. 

\ I.  DATE  CHARTER  FILED 


■January  9,  1975 
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51 . 5 5 ( End  5 ) 


EOI  RSKS  PROMDKD  I?Y  TRi:  DSMS 

■: ' ■ '__c  iiaai  pro.!K(  1'  maxa(;i:aii:\t  cqi 

I ':'rnosf.  'nie  <<)'.;rse  is  ■iesicne'J  to  eduratf'  selectt'd  militarv 
and  ci'.ilian  perS'innel  in  c!'fect;\f-  program  proiect  manage- 
menl  i;i  *hp  l^epa  r*  r::ont  o*'  iiei’ense  systems  acquis  it  itjn  man- 
at •nc'n*  f-nvir: 'nmc-nt . Tho  I'esolutiitm  of  program / pro  ject 
anagt-mf-m  issues  is  ct  velopcd  'hrougha  long-term,  manage- 
.•r.er.i  simula'ion  c-xerrise,  w^.idi  r-mphasmes  the  dynamics 
\T:i)iosis , itm-i: '-a- i-'.;,,  and  ir.torpersonal  relationships. 

!■' . !)est'!-iption.  Thus  i ourse  of  not  more  than  138  da^s  will  be 
pr' rcided  fc.)  oropare  selected  interrr;fcdiate  le\el  military 
o;fi  < rs  and  civilian  personnel  :'or  assignments  in  program/ 
p.-  . •,.(  t rnana genu.-nt . The  student.®  will  be  cd.ucatcd  in  ;i  broad 
spec ‘.rum  of  pr-ogram  proiec*  management  activities  throu^dT 
' l l 'no  r' tmit  it-s  ‘ i expt-r ience  the  actions  necessary  in 
r<  si'o.--nj  program  nro;ect  management  Issues,  (2)  rr.anage- 
simulator,  '.-xercise.s,  and  '3i  ease  studies.  .A  close 
ri-'.a’ ic  n.s/.ip  v.  ill  he  maintained  between  the  problems  encoun- 
-f.j-r-u  or;  , urrent  nnli*:ary  programs  projects  and  those  pro- 
vi  if;  :r.  the  'Tassrotum.  The  course  mav  be  substituted  for 
tiie  roiirse  at  'he  .Armed  Forc'-s  Staff  College  in  tne  case  of 
mili-arv  ana  civilian  personnel  aspiring  to  careers  in  pro- 
gram; om  tec?  management;  howe\er,  this  does  not  preclude 
‘ho  .Mihtarv  Semcioes  fron'  seloc-.ina  and  sending  graduates 
O'  nSMS  ’o  inteiuried'.ato  or  highc.'-  professional  military  edu- 
cation fo'jrses. 

( Fnr-'’im,er.i . The  course  w;F  be  offered  rri: 


1.  Th''Se  pers  -ns  I'rnm  the  rioH  f'omponents  who  are  prom- 
ismg'  Candida- es  'o  hold  senior  positions  in  program 
yj-  'iir-i-*  management  later  m their  careers  and  v,  h>.)  now 
iu’T.i,  or  are  selected  to  holt;,  intermediate  management 
o<  ‘S 1 * I on.s  i n ! 

a.  itrogram  or'i'e;  ■ offi'.es;  or 

h . ! unctional  ■■•'•'it  es  s'jpporting  program.  ' protect  t.iffi- 

■ f'S  1 or 

c . Higher  --chelon  offices  supervising  program  ■ pro lect 
iTianagement . 

2.  Seif-r-eii  oi-rsons  in  ecuivalent  positions  iromi  n'her 
i'ederal  agencu-s  and  ti.e  ;>-;ense  ir.dustrv  or.  a spaie- 
■■'.ailaLle  basis. 


fKnrl 


C (^intinua 


II.  f :>.}:(  ■ ::  }{1-.si:;:k  c()' rs';  ix  PKpf^HAM  pho.’ect 

A.  i-’urrjriSf' . ! ‘ifr  ^ oursf-  --  :'mi'  s<-n;or  If-vei  nianaetrs  --  -s 

s 1 ,irr(_-n'  ■ (.  at ~ , 'r.cth 'jAs , and  police 
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Vv  • ♦ ' 

Ik 
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sv.s:ert‘;S 

ac  cuisition 
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CO' 

Lirso  v,‘i 

111 

'ne  o* 

' *>  re  d 

to: 

1.  iAi'is*'  [K.'rs-'ns  fr'i’m.  *.hc-  Dc!!)  Components  whti  hold,  or 

a ro'  selc-ou  (■  >,riiO: 

a.  A p-i5iti',)n  prooram  proiect  manager:  or 

A df'putv  i.ir  f-quivalen'  sabemdinate  position  to  a pro- 
L’ran;  proieci  n-anaiior;  or 

o.  The  rank  arade  o*'0-G  (militarv)  or  fiS-15  (ri%-ilian) 
*”  or  hiieher;  and 

(1'  princ  ipal  .supervisory  level  position  in  a pro- 
L-ram  project  (.>::’ire  or  in  a functional  office 
s uopctriina  a program  ■ proiect  office;  or 

(2)  A kev  star*’  posi'ion  in  a high  echelon  office 
responsible  for  the  acquisition  of  defense  systems  . 

2.  Sr-lecmp  pi.-rsons  in  eauivalent  positions  from  other 
i-  ederal  agenc  ies  and  the  defense  industry  on  a space- 
a\ailable  basis. 

111.  OHiI  NTATlON  i\  SVSTKM.^^  ACOITSIT ION  FOR  GENERAL  FLAG 


OF  I ICFRS 


I'Uj  puSe.  l ilt:  c oui'se  --  for  selected  Generals  of  the  Army 
and  .A  ir  F'  orce,  F' lag  Officers  of  the  Navy,  and  senior  civilians 
in  each  of  ’he  fdiluarv  Ser'Aces  --  is  designed  to  familiarize 
a'tendef.-s  v.  it!i  defen.<=e  svstems  acquisition  management  and 
to  acquaint  ’hom  v.ith  the  impact  and  important  implications 
rcsultinc  •■’■'■r-  the  actions  o'  intenacine  commands  .siaffs  of 
-•a<  'n  o*'  ’h<-  Militarv  Services  and  ttie  Department  of  Defense. 
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! . DfSf-ription.  'i'!';!?  .SPmina;-  will  be  prc.ivided  for  senior 
nersonne!  v. h-‘>  bove  no*,  had  jirior  experb-r.ee  with  the  svs- 
■i  n'.s  acouisirinn  pru''-e.s.=  -.i''  rhe  neoartmf-ni  of  T)efense  but 
b'Se  cii'‘ies  in'er'ac'--  with  or  impart  upon  the  acquis  i*ion 
nroerams  of  the  .Armv.  Navy,  or  Air  i orce.  The  ofierinc 
{not  to  exceei!  one  \v':'ek)  is  desicned  to  acquaint  key  indit  id- 
uals  With  t!ie  functions,  responsibilibes.  and  probU-ms  of 
Do!.,)  proprnm  ‘ oro ler t inanatiers  and  to  provide  an  orientation 
on  rie’en.sf-  s\'S’<'!T.s  acquisition  manae'^rnent . 

l!nr()!!mf'nt.  The  course  will  f'e  offered  to. 

1.  Tho.se  persons  f rrim  the  DoD  Components  whr  hold,  .ar 
are  s el e c t e d to  li ■ .‘Id: 

a.  '!’he  rank  of  General  or  k'lag  Officer;  or 

A .Senior  ivilian  grade  (GS-l^,  G.S-17,  CS-18  and 

FI.  :n'F 

2.  Sele:  ted  pt-rsons  in  equivalent  positions  from  other  Fed- 
eral agencies  on  a space-availabie  basis. 

I \ SFFC'IA  [,  SMOR  T C Ol  RSKS 

Special  short  c'nirses  will  be  pro\  ided,  when  t!ie  need  is  estab- 
lished and  approved,  tq  disseminate  new  concents  and  methods  m 
program  pro ;ec*  management  and  respond  to  the  needs  of  t’*’e  Doll) 
Components.  These  courses  will  include  those  aimed  a?  develop- 
ing gf'neralir.ed  sk-Tls  as  well  as  indi\’id’ual  professional  skills 
used  in  nrogram  proiect  management. 
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23,  197:, 

NUMBER  5000.  28 


Department  of  Defense  Directive 


SUBJECT  De  sign  to  Cost 

Refs.;  (a)  Del)  Liraotive  5000. 1,  "Acquisition  of  Major  Defense 
Systems,"  July  I3,  1971 

(b)  Deputy  Secretary-  of  Defense  Memorandum  for  Secretaries 

ef  the  Military  Departments  and  DSARC  Principals, 
"Design  to  Cost  Objectives  on  DSARC  Programs, " 

June  16,  1973  (hereby  cancelled) 

(c)  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  Memorandum  for  Secretaries 

of  the  Military  Departments,  "Application  of  Design 
to  Cost  Management  Principles  to  Subsystems  and 
Other  Than  Major  Weapon  Bystems, " May  2k,  I97U 
(hereby  cancelled) 

(d)  DO  7IIO-I-M,  "Department  of  Defense  B;^get  Guidance 

Mimual , " June  15,  1973 

(e)  DcD  Instruction  5000.2,  "Decision  Coordinating  Paper 

(DCP)  and  the  Defense  Systems  Acquisition  Review 
Council  (DSARC),’’  January  25,  1975 

(f)  DcD  Directive  5000.26,  "Defense  Systems  Acquisition 

Review  Coujicil  (DSARC),"  Jsn’uary  21,  1975 

(g)  Joint  Design  to  Cost  Guide  (A2C  700-6,  NAVMAT  P5242, 

AFLCP/AFSCP  8OC-I9)  "A  Conceptual  Approach  for 
Major  Weapon  System  Acquisition, " October  3,  19/3 

I.  PURPOSE 

71113  Directive  establishes  policy  and  guidance  on  the  applica- 
tion of  Design  to  Cost  principles  tc  the  acquisition  of  defense 
systems,  subsystems  and  components. 

II.  CAivCELLATIOWS 

References  (b)  and  (c)  are  neroby  supei’seded  and  cancelled. 

III.  APPLICABILITY  AHD  SCOPE 

Uie  provisions  of  the  Directive  apply  to  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Organizatior  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff,  the  Military  Departments,  and  the  Defense  Agencies 
(hereinafter  referred  to  collectively  as  'DoD  Components"). 


Design  tc  Cost  aesigr.  and  nari^. cement  print- ^ples  contained  herein 

encompass  the  rt- quireaents  -f  D..D  Dii'ectiv“  ^jOOO.l  (reierence  (a)) 

for  major  del’enoe  Eyrnemc  an'i  s-xall  be  applied  in  the  acquisition 

of  cefense  systems,  rubsynt-  ms,  and  components. 

IV.  DEFINITIONS 

A.  Design  to  Cost.  A manrigeicent  concept  wherein  rigorous  cost 
goals  are  established  during  development  and  the  control  of 
systems  cocts  (acquisition,  operating  and  support)  to  these 
goals  is  achieved  by  practical  tradeoffs  between  operscional 
capability,  perfcrmance,  cost,  and  schedule.  Cost,  as  a key 
design  parameter,  is  aiidressed  on  a continuing  basis  and  as 
a;:  eulierent  peart  of  tne  eh, velopiiieiit  and  production  process. 

B.  Design  to  Cost  Gcal.  A specific  cost  number,  in  conftant 
dollars,  based  upcu  a .specified  production  quantity  and  rate, 
established  early  during  system  development  as  a management 
objective  and  design  parajneter  for  subsequent  phases  of  the 
acquisition  cycle. 

C.  Average  Unit  Flyaway  Cost.  The  average  unit  flyaway  cost 
(equates  to  Fcllaw.ay  and  Sailaway/  '."dated  to  the  production 
of  a useable  end-item  of  military  hardware.  F.''.^away  cost  is 
defined  in  DoD  Manual  7110. 1-M  (reference'  (d))  and  includes 
the  cost  of  procuring  the  basic  unit  (airframe,  hull,  chassis, 
etc.),  a percenta.qc  of  basic  'unit  for  changes  allowance,  pro- 
pulsion equipticht.  electronics,  armament,  other  installed 
Goverrmient-fu'.':..ished  eq'ulpmont,  and  nonrecurring  production 
costs. 

D.  Life  Cycle  Cost  (DCC).  Tne  LCC  of  a system  is  the  total  cost 
to  the  Govermrient  of  acquisition  and  ownership  of  that  system 
over  its  full  life.  It  includes  the  cost  of  development, 
acquisition,  operation,  support,  and  where  applicable,  disposal. 

V.  OBJECTIVE 

The  objective  of  Design  to  Cost  is  twofold: 

A.  To  establish  cost  as  a parameter  equal  in  irnpcrtance  with 
technical  requirements  and  schedules  througi.out  the  design, 
development,  production,  anu  operation  of  weapon  systems,  sub- 
systems and  coioporients  . 

B,  Tc  establish  cost  dements  as  management  goals  for  acq-uisition 
managers  and  contractors  to  achieve  the  best  balance  between 
life  cj  c.te  cost,  acceptable  perfonsfince  and  schedule. 

VI.  POLICY 


A.  Design  to  Cost  Concept 

1,  The  Design  to  Cost  concept  establishes  cost  as  a design 
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parctj;;e*:e-r  duri'.t;  a syst'n's  design  and  l1'  '/i- Icininen’,  phane  and 
prcvii!--n  a '-os':  discipline-  to  be  uc''-d  Lni ene  acrquisition 
and  operation  ol'  a oyetem, 

2.  Lil'e  cycle  cost  objectives  shall  i.e  •''stablisfied  for  each  acquisi- 
tion and  separated  into  cost  ’lenjcnts  witiiin  the  broad  categories 
01'  dev-.:lcpment,  proauction,  operation,  -iiid  support.  As  system 
definition  continues,  the  cost  eJ  .ae:;’. s are  firmei  into  cost  goals 
to  which  the  systen’  will  be  designed  and  its  cost  controlled. 

1.  During  design  and  development,  cc-st  requirements  and  the  achieve- 
ment of  cost  g-oals  will  bo  evaluated  wit)i  tivj  same  rigor  as 
technical  requirements  and  the  acr-iev  .ment  o!'  p'.:-rformance  goals. 
Practical  tra<ieoffs  betwee-r:  system  cpabili  ty,  cost  and  schedules 
must  be  continually  examined  re  insure  tinat  the  r-ystem  developed 
will  have  the  lowest  life  cycle  cost  consistent  with  schedule  and 
perlormance  requirements. 

1+.  The  cost  goals  established  and  "designed  to"  in  the  development 
phase  will  be  extended  into  .subsequent  phases  of  the  system’s 
life  cycle.  Produ-ction  cost  will  be  rigorously  controlled  to 
the  production  goals. 

5.  As  the  system  is  introduced,  operation  ar.d  support  cost  goals  will 
be  utilized  to  control  initial  outfitting  cost,  personnel,  spares, 
rework,  etc.  In  the  operational  feedback  process,  change  requests 
generated  by  operational  usage  and  feu  back  to  design  engineering 
will  reflect  tr.i  use  of  Design  to  Cost  principles  and  tradeoffs 
necessary  to  insure  the  lowest  cost  is  obtained  to  achieve  accept- 
able performance. 

B.  Design  to  Cost  Goals 

1.  Because  of  the  ability  to  more  accuu-atoly  estimate  production 
costs  and  the  supportive  production  cost  data  base  available, 
initial  goals  for  Design  to  Cost  shall  be  established  in  the  form 
of  Average  Unic  Flyaway  (Rollaway,  Sailaway)  ccsl.  Programs  to 
strengthen  the  -iata  base  of  weapon  system  operation  and  support 
(CAS)  cost  .nhall  continue.  As  the  ability  to  translate  O&.S  cost 
elements  into  "desigri  to"  requirements  improves.  Design  to  Cost 
goals  may  be  extended  into  this  area. 

2.  Although  this  initiau  goal  uses  a production  cost  element,  the 
management  objective  during  design  and  development  shall  continue 
to  include  the  control  of  future  operating  and  support  cost.  The 
major  operating  and  support  cost  factors  shall  have  goals  estab- 
lished in  the  form  of  measurable  numbers  (e.g.,  numbers  of  O&S 
personnel,  reliability  and  maintainability  factors,  etc.)  which 
can  be  monitored  during  test  and  evaluation  as  well  as  in  opera- 
tion. These  factors  shall  have  emphasis  equal  to  other  cost 
factors  in  acquisition  cost  management. 
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3.  Life  cycle  corf  estimates  will  be  used  as  a basis  for  cost 
‘.rade-off  analyses  when  cciisidering  acquisition  versus  OiS 
-:'.sts,  compari.ng  competing  prototypes  or  con^iaring  current 
versus  new  systems.  Tliey  will  also  be  used  to  focus  management 
attention  on  the  O&S  cost  impact  of  bringing  the  new  system 
into  the  operating  inventory. 

1* . There  will  be  a few  exceptions  when  it  may  be  appropriate  to 
propose  goals  based  on  other  than  flyaway  costj  for  exan^^le, 
in  programs  re  development  cost  is  a predominant  fraction 
of  the  acquisition  cost  and  production  volume  is  extremely  low. 
In  such  cases,  weapon  system  cost,  procurement  cost,  program 
acquisition  cost  or  other  cost  categc:>ries  defined  in  DoD  Manual 
7110. 1-M  (reference  (d))  shall  be  used. 

Goal  Establishment 


1.  An  initial  estimate  of  the  resources  available  for  allocation 
to  the  program  shall  be  made  and  cost  objectives  established 
d'uring  concept  formulation.  Likewise,  the  minimum  essential 
performance  characteristics  shall  be  quantified  to  avoid  trade- 
offs below  that  necessairy  to  satisfy  the  required  operational 
capability.  Each  technically  feasible  alternative  will  be 
analyzed  and  cost/performance  tradeoffs  m^e  to  ensure  selection 
of  the  lowest  life  cycle-  cost  solution.  As  soon  as  the  system 
is  definitized  to  the  extent  that  cost  associated  with  minimum 
performance  needed  can  be  estimated  with  confidence,  a firm 
Design  to  Cost  goal  shall  be  recommended  for  the  program. 

2.  Hie  recommended  Design  to  Cost  goal  should  be  a difficult  but 
achievable  objective  which  should  challenge  designers,  e.’^lneers, 
and  program  managers  to  their  best  efforts.  Care  must  be  exer- 
cised to  ensure  the  goal  is  properly  selected;  a goal  which  is 
too  high  in  relation  to  the  required  performance  wastes  money 
and  an  excessively  low  goal  sets  the  stage  for  cos^  growth,  buy- 
ins,  or  unacceptable  systems. 

3 . The  recommended  goal  shall  be  included  in  the  DCP  in  accordance 
with  DcD  Instruction  5000.2  (reference  (e))  and  submitted  as 
part  of  the  normal  DSARC  Review  as  specified  by  DoD  Directive 
5000.26  (reference  (f))-  Applicable  rationale  to  support  the 
goal  (e.g.,  quantities,  production  rate,  cost  quantity  relation- 
ship (leai’ning  curve),  the  applicable  escalation  indices  used, 
and  the  O&S  cost  related  factors,  etc.)  shall  be  included.  Tbe 
recommended  goal  will  be  revrevert  by  the  OSD  Cost  Analysis 
laiproveinsnt  Group  (CAIG)  and  the  DEARC  advised  on  its  achievabil- 
ity.  ReccnimendatlonB  shall  be  made  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
who  will  establish  the  official  Design  to  Cost  goal  for  the 
program, 

k.  The  Design  to  Cost  goal  shall  be  established  before  program 
initiation  (DSARC  Xilesione  l)  or  at  the  earliest  practical  , 
date  thereafter,  but  in  no  case  later  than  entry  into  full-scale 


U 
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d'-velcpDi'-n^  (13ARC  Milestone  II).  Cince  e3tabJ.iahed_,  the  goal 
□econe:  a hig..ly  visiblt.  cost  goal  against  which^  in  large 
m-  niore,  th--  ^uccess  ol'  the  program  and  the  cast  performance 

o.  the  DoD  Cjr'oonen*  ani  program  manager  are  measured. 

D . Chartges  to  the  Gcrl 

1.  If  at  a.rvf  t dLU-ing  the  conduct  of  a programj  subsequent  to  the 
•‘■cta.bii  arimi-r.t  af  a Design  to  Cost  goal,  the  program  manager 

dot,-  rn-nvo  that  the  goal  cannot  be  met,  the  Hc?d  of  the  Cognisant 
DoD  C >n;p'  nunt  snail  notify  the  DBARC  Chaii-man  explaining  the 
rc-ns  n.  ihr  f . increase  and  recommended  -';iteniativt  courses  of 
a,.‘ti',n . 

2.  Any  change  to  an  established  Design  to  Cost  goal  must  be  approved 
by  thr  Secretary  of  Defense,  normally  alter  reviev  and  reccmniienda- 
tion  by  the  DSARC.  However,  they  will  generally  be  approved  only 
for  maior  char.ges  in  program  structure  or  mission  requirements, 
foi-  chajigcs  w.aere  a significant  dcmonstraDle  reduction  in  life 
cyclu-  costs  can  be  achieved,  or  for  other  program  changes  beyond 
tr.c  eonu'ol  of  t.he  program  manager  or  DoD  Component. 

E . Exempt  Ions 


E-cempniens  could  occur  for  those  very  few  programs  which,  for  reasons 
of  national  sec'ority,  have  performance  or  schedule  goals  that  take 
priority  over  cost  goals.  The  DSARC  will  review  DoD  Ccnqponent  pro- 
posals and  recommethd  the  extent  to  which  exemption  from  Design  to 
Cost  sho'uld  be  approved  for  any  major  progreun  where  the  usually 
applicable  unit  cost  goals  are  Inappropriate.  Exemptions  shall  only 
be  authcrioed  by  the  Secretai'y  cf  Defense. 

F .  Life  Cycle  Cost 

1.  A life  cycle  cost  estimate  shall  be  made  at  the  initiation  of  the 
validation  phase  or  at  the  earliest  practical  date  thereafter  by 
using,  for  excciple,  cost  mod"l  ejuatiens.  Example  calculations 
are  given  in  t:ie  OSD  Cost  Analysis  Improvement  Gro\^  08eS  Costing 
Guides.  These  estimates  will  be  updated  prior  to  the  initiation 

‘ cf  the  full-scale  engineering  development,  phase  and  the  production 
phase  oi  the  program. 

2.  Programs  being'  conducted  in  accordance  with  Design  to  Cost  Con- 
cepts shall  be  reviewed  periodically  (at  least  each  DSABC  mile- 
stone or  equivalent  program  p.nase)  on  a life  cycle  cost  basis. 

The  review,  conducted  by  the  D£\ARC  for  programs  so  designated 

or  held  at  a level  above  the  program  manager,  should  incliide  the 
effect  of  specific  elements  in  the  life  cycle  cost  management 
approach  such  as  source  selection  factors,  contract  incentives, 
and  use  of  conn  models  and  warranties.  Special  en^hasis  will  be 
placed  on  their  effects  in  achieving  better  than  the  minimum 
specified  reliability,  maintainability  and  operational  availability 
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V.-.'. L^:ZL£^.  ‘C  'Vtct  gl,u_.  Tr.'/  r^rvl-.v  will 
\1l'.  zi'  porticr.  ci’  tr.’':  ^ tlua- 

pl:;w^  U-  ■/• -i  “T  •;<:  .',  n.-.ixLlTt:  "T.'.'Cific  lifo  Cy'.'l<;  Cl:,*,  fs  tors 

c'  tcnL^i.'.  c .'cle  ccst  uerforcia-ccc . 


Lc  cr,.“r  = 


1.  wi-.c-rc  ,gni: : s-avlrigs  in  cv^-rall  lit-,  cycle 

ac.'.ic- vc-a  for  an  -ncreas-.-  in  t-ce  flyaway  test  goal 


can  ba 
other 


prcxiacticn  oriental  goal),  a re-quest  fer  review  ar,-i  appropriate 
coot  goal  ahjustaio'nt  onoula  b r ■ " "'jiOIZl  "*jC-  * t'  ^ C’^ 

i*  7 . 


Pregrtj:.  Ion:. iderati one 


1.  Progr-'.-r.r,  in  i.-nplo-menti.ng  ant  attaining  lier.ign  tc  Cost  seals 
w.ll  be  reviewed  at  eacn  major  program  milestone  and  DCP  review 
roq-j,i.red  by  L'OD  Instrocticn  pOCC. 2 (reference  (e))  and  DoB 
I/.rective  5000.26  (reference  (f)/. 

2.  Within  toe  limits  of  an  individual  program; 

a.  TVic  application  c.^  Design  to  Cost  shall  be  tailored  to  partic- 
'ular  program  reouireiuentE  and  characteri otics  in  a mamner 
most  adV'''iritagcour  to  the  program. 

b.  DesigTi  to  Cost  shall  be  imp-lemented  into  all  phases  of  the 
acquisition.  The  Joint  Design  to  Cost  Guide  (reference  (g)) 
snail  bo  uso-d  as  a guide  for  _uch  implementation. 

c.  Changes  to  subsystem  and  cesnponent  goals  may  be  made  sub  j 0 c t 
to  the  c'jnctrair.tc  of  the  overall  Design  to  Cost  goal.  All 
subordinate  goa_s  shall  be  reconcilable  to  the  overall  program 
goal . 

d.  Provisions  for  Design  to  Cost  principles  and  goals  incl'uding 
measurable  goals  I'-or  C&S  cost  related  factors  shall  be  included 
in  requests  for  p reposals  and  contracts  in  terms  which  are 
auditable,  contract'ually  enforceable  and  meaningful  to  both 
the  contractor  and  the  Government. 


H.  Systems  nelow  DGARC  Thr--snoLdB 

The  Design  to  Cost  principles  herein  have  been  illustrated  in  their 
application  to  major  system  acquisitions,  however,  the  management 
and  procurement  principles  are  equally  valuable  and  shall  be  applied 
to  the  acquisition  of  sys-.'-ms  below  the  DSARC  threshold,  subsystems, 
and  components.  Design  to  Cost  goals  shall  be  established  and  con- 
trolled within  DoD  Canponents  for  these  systems  in  a similar  manner 
as  described  herein.  Approval  aut.hority  for  cost  goals  and  changes 
to  the  goals  will  he  maintained  at  a management  level  above  the  pro- 
gram or  subsystem  manager. 


VII. 


May  21,  7‘^ 
[jOOO.?^; 


: ■ r.  -av  .n^  autlicrity  and  re.;pcn3ibi  iity  for  the 
n 1 wfcap'''i  '5ys*..’>!nr:' , in!:-,  and  components 


A.  E.a  aiiiLo':.  yolLcI*-s  and  procedures  f'.r  rcvlovlng  acquisition 
i' -gr.a-T:.-  helrw  T.no  DSARC  iavtl  and  i.c>ricA;  1 caily  asseGr  th- 
ury  ropr  ■ -;C  -n;  3S  of  Di-'ign  to  Cost  goals  aiio  acquisition 
ranaccmor.t  ■'•f feet  iY<^ness . (See  tact  ion  illl.) 

1,  "c.tur'.'  tu'-  Ccint  design  to  Cost  Gui't;  ( ro-fi.r^  net  (g))  is  kept 

■ rrmt  ant  rvvisions  reflect  th--  current  application  of 
t'’-.':.lgp.  to  Cost  as  well  as  the  t.rcrisions  c;'  this  Directive;. 

A:  r-osign  ' o Cost  implementation  <■  xperienc'  is  collected,  tre 
li.soons  l-~r.rned  sr.all  be  summarioea  in  fut'ire  revisions  ol' 
tl:>?  guide.  TJ.e  OSD  staff  will  continue  to  support  this  effort. 

( S--*e  S-,  ■ t i c V 1 1 . "s 


VIII.  ITFECTIVS  DATS  AlC  BiPLEMENTATTC.V 


A.  Tills  Dir-  ■'"•iv-'  is  effective  inmiediately . DoD  Components  shall 
tjuiiismit  a.'. -3  Directive  to  all  ergsmi  set  ions  and  activities 
invclv'“.:  it  iei'ense  development  and  acquisition;  no  further 
implement i;,r  documents  ot.her  taan  these  required  in  subsection 
VTII.C.  ar‘-  necessary. 


E.  Implementing  revisions  to  the  Joint  Design  to  Cost  Guide 
(r-ference  (g))  snail  incorporate  the  provisions  of  this 
Directive  w_thin  90  days  and  shall  be  updated  on  a periodic 
basis  to  reflect  Design  to  Cost  management  experience. 


iVo  copi,c-5  of  the  documents  implementing  subsection  VII. A 
yr-rviev  of  acquisition  programs  below  DS-AEC  levels)  shall  be 
i'erwaro  d t-_  tin-,  pir 
within  '0  t'^vs. 
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EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  O!^  THE  PRESIDENT 
OFFICE  OF  MANAG'T’^CNT  AND  BUDGET 

WASHINGTCM.  D C 20503 

ai-pu>.d:x 

April  5,  1976  CIRCULAR  NO.  A-109 

TO  THE  HEADS  OF  EXECUTIVE  DEPARTMENTS  AND  ESTABLISHMENTS 
SUBJECT:  Major  System  Acquisitions 


1.  Purpose . This  Circular  establishes  policies,  to  be 
followed  Ey  executive  branch  agencies  in  the  acquisition  of 
major  systems. 

2.  Background . The  acquisition  of  major  systems  by  the 
Federal  Government  constitutes  one  of  the  most  crucial  and 
expensive  activities  performed  to  meet  national  needs.  Its 
impact  is  critical  on  technology,  on  the  Nation's  economic 
and  fiscal  policies,  and  on  the  accomplishment  of  Government 
agency  missions  in  such  fields  as  defense,  space,  energy  and 
transportation.  For  a number  of  years,  there  has  been  deep 
concern  over  the  effectiveness  of  the  management  of  major 
system  acquisitions.  The  report  of  the  Commission  on 
Government  Procurement  recommended  basic  clianges  to  improve 
the  process  of  acquiring  major  systems.  This  Circular  is 
based  on  executive  branch  consideration  of  the  Commission's 
recommendations . 

li.  Responsibility.  Each  agency  head  has  the  responsibility 
to  ensure  that  the  provisions  of  this  Circular  are  followed. 
This  Circular  provides  administrative  direction  to  heads  of 
agencies  and  does  not  establish  and  shall  not  be  construed 
to  create  any  substantive  or  procedural  basis  for  any  person 
to  challenge  any  agency  action  or  inaction  on  the  basis  that 
such  action  was  not  in  accordance  with  this  circular. 

4.  Coverage . This  Circular  covers  and  applies  to; 

a.  r'.ar.agement  of  the  acquisition  of  major  systems, 
including:  * Analysis  of  agency  missions  ° Determination  of 
mission  needs  ° Setting  of  program  objectives  ® 
Determination  of  system  requirements  ° System  program 
planning  ° Budgeting  ° Funding  “ Research  ® Engineering  “ 
Development  ° Testing  and  evaluation  " Contracting  ® 
Production  ° Progriim  and  management  control  ® Introduction 
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of  ff.j  .=;y';ter.  into  use  or  otherv;ise  successful  achievement 
of  procran'.  ol  7 ectives  . 

b.  programs  for  the  acquisition  of  major  systems 
even  though: 

(1)  The  system  is  one-of-a-kind. 

(2)  The  agency's  involvement  in  the  system  is 
limited  to  the  development  of  demonstration  hardware  for 
ooticnal  use  by  the  private  sector  rather  than  for  the 
agency's  own  use, 

5.  Definitions . As  used  in  this  Circular: 

a.  Executive  agency  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  agency) 
means  an  executive  department,  and  an  independent 
establishr/ent  within  the  meaning  of  sections  101  and  104(1), 
respectively,  of  Title  5,  United  States  Code. 

b.  Agency  component  m.eans  a major  organizational 
subdivision  of  an  agency.  For  example:  The  Army,  Navy,  Air 
Force,  and  Defense  Supply  Agency  are  agency  components  of 
the  Department  of  Defense.  The  Federal  Aviation 
Adm.inistration , Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration, 
and  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  are  agency  components 
of  the  DepartTient  of  Transportation. 

c.  Agency  m.issions  means  those  responsibilities  for 
meeting  national  needs  assigned  to  a specific  agency. 

-''ission  need  means  a required  capability  within  an 
agency's  overall  purpose,  including  cost  and  schedule 
considerations . 

e.  Program  ob j ectives  means  the  capability,  cost  and 
schedule  goals  being  sought  by  the  system  acquisition 
program  in  response  to  a mission  need. 

f.  Program  means  an  organised  set  of  activities 
directed  toward  a common  purpose,  objective,  or  goal 
undertaken  or  proposed  by  an  agency  in  order  to  carry  out 
responsibilities  assigned  to  it. 

g.  System  design  concept  means  an  idea  expressed  in 
terms  of  general  performance,  capabilities,  and 
characteristics  of  hardware  and  software  oriented  either  to 
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operate  or  to  be  operated  as  an  integrated  vhole  in  meeting 
a mission  need. 

h.  Major  systerr.  m.cans  that  conbinaticr.  of  elements  that 
will  function  together  to  produce  the  capabilities  required 
to  fulfill  a mission  need.  The  elements  m.ay  include,  for 
example,  hardv.’are,  equipment,  software,  construction , or 
other  im.provements  or  real  property.  Major  system 
acquisition  programs  are  those  programs  that  (1)  are 
directed  at  and  critical  to  fulfilling  an  agency  m.ission, 

(2)  entail  the  allocation  of  relatively  large  resources,  and 

(3)  v.’arrant  special  management  attention.  Additional 
criteria  and  relative  dollar  thresholds  for  the 
determ>ination  of  agency  prograr^s  to  be  considered  major 
systems  under  the  purview  of  this  Circular,  may  be 
established  at  the  discretion  of  the  agency  head. 

System  acquis i tier,  proce^ss  means  the  sequence  of 
acquisition  activities  star  ting  from  the  agency's 
reconciliation  of  it.s  m.ission  needs,  with  its  capabilities, 
priorities  and  resources,  and  extending  through  the 
introduction  of  a system  into  operational  use  or  the 
otherwise  successful  achievem.ent  of  program  objectives. 

j.  Life  cycle  cost  means  the  sumi  total  of  the  direct, 
indirect,  recurring,  nonrecurring,  and  other  related  costs 
incurred,  or  estimated  to  be  incurred,  in  the  design, 
developm.ent , production,  operation,  miaintenance  and  support 
of  a major  system,  over  its  anticipated  useful  life  span. 

6.  General  policy . The  policies  of  this  Circular  are 
designed  to  assure  the  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  the 
process  of  acquiring  major  systems.  They  are  based  on  the 
general  policy  that  Federal  agencies,  when  acquiring  major 
systems,  will: 

a.  Express  needs  and  program  objectives  in  mission 
terms  and  not  equipment  terns  to  encourage  innovation  and 
com.petition  in  creating,  exploring,  and  developing 
alternative  system  design  concepts. 

b.  Place  emphasis  on  the  initial  activities  of  the 
system  acquisition  process  to  allow  com.petitive  exploration 
of  alternative  system  design  concepts  in  response  to  mission 
needs. 
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c.  Cr-,TiUr.  icate  v;ith  Congress  narly  in  the  system 
acquisition  process  by  relating  major  system  acquisition 
programs  to  agency  mission  needs.  This  comj'un ication  should 
follov;  the  requirements  of  Office  of  ‘'anaaemiCnt  and  Budget 
(0MB)  Circular  No.  A-IC  concerning  information  related  to 
budget  estim.ates  and  related  materials. 


d.  Establish  clear 


and  accountability 
acqu is  itio.n  prograr;S. 
in  decisionmaking,  and 
decision  points  in 


lines  of  authority,  responsibility, 
for  management  of  major  system 
Utilize  appropriate  m.anagerial  levels 
obtain  acency  head  approval  at  key 
the  evolution  of  each  acquisition 


program . 


e.  Designate  a focal  point  responsible  for  integrating 
and  unifying  the  system,  acquisition  raaaagement  process  and 
monitoring  policy  ir,plem.entation . 

f.  Rely  on  private  industry  in  accordance  with  the 
policy  established  by  0!-lB  Circular  No.  A-76. 

7 . .Major  system,  acquisition  management  objectives . Each 
agency  acquiring  major  systems  should: 

a.  Ensure  that  each  m.ajor  system:  Fulfills  a m.ission 
need.  Operates  effectively  in  its  intended  environment. 
Demonstrates  a level  of  perf or.m.ancc  and  reliability  that 
justifies  the  allocation  of  the  Nation’s  limited  resources 
for  its  acquisition  and  ownership. 

b.  Depend  on,  whenever  econom.ical.ly  beneficial, 
competition  between  similar  or  differing  system,  design 
concepts  throughout  the  entire  acquisition  process. 

c.  Ensure  appropriate  trade-off  among  investment  costs, 
ov/nership  costs,  schedules,  and  performance  characteristics. 

d.  Provide  strong  checks  and  balances  by  ensuring 
adequate  system,  test  and  evaluation.  Conduct  such  tests  and 
evaluation  i.ndependent , where  practicable,  of  developer  and 
user . 

e.  Accomplish  system  acquisition  planning,  built  on 
analysis  of  agency  missions,  which  im, plies  appropriate 
resource  allocation  resulting  from  clear  articulation  of 
agency  mission  needs. 
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f.  Tailor  an  acquisition  strategy  for  each  program,  as 
soon  as  the  agency  decides  to  solicit  alternative  system 
design  concept",,  that  could  lead  to  the  acquisition  of  a new 
major  system  and  refine  the  strategy  as  the  program  proceeds 
through  the  acquisition  process.  Encompass  test  and 
evaluation  criteria  and  business  management  considerations 
in  the  strategy.  The  strategy  could  typically  include:  ° 
Use  of  the  contracting  process  as  an  important  tool  in  the 
acquisition  program  ° Scheduling  of  essential  elements  of 
the  acquisition  process  ° Demonstration,  test,  and 
evaluaticn  criteria  ° Content  of  solicitations  for  proposals 
° Decisions  on  whom  to  solicit  ° Methods  for  obtaining  and 
sustainirsg  competition  ° Guidelines  for  the  evaluation  and 
acceptance  or  rejection  of  proposals  ® Goals  for  design-to- 
cost  ° Methods  for  projecting  life  cycle  costs  ® Use  of  data 
rights  " Use  of  warranties  ° Methods  for  analyzing  and 
evaluating  contractor  and  Government  risks  ® Meed  for 
developing  contractor  incentives  ® Selection  of  the  type  of 
coritract  best  suited  for  each  stage  in  the  acquisition 
process  ® Administration  of  contracts. 


g.  Maintain  a capability  to:  “ Predict,  review,  assess, 
negotiate  and  monitor  costs  for  system.  development, 
engineering,  design,  demonstration,  test,  production, 
operation  a.nd  support  (i.e.,  life  cycle  costs)  ° Assess 
acquisition  cost,  schedule  and  performance  experience 
against  predictions,  and  provide  such  assessmients  for 
consideration  by  the  agency  head  at  key  decision  points  ° 
Make  new  assessments  where  significant  costs,  schedule  or 
performance  variances  occur  ® Estimate  life  cycle  costs 
during  system  design  concept  evaluation  and  selection,  full- 
scale  developm.ent , facility  conversion,  and  production,  to 
ensure  appropriate  trade-offs  among  investment  costs, 
ownersbiip  costs,  schedules,  and  performance  ° Use 
independent  cost  estimates,  where  feasible,  for  comparison 
purposes . 

8 . Management  structure . 


a.  The  head  of  each  agency  that  acquires  major  system.s 

unify  the  management  process  for  the  agency's  major  system 
acquisitions  and  to  monitor  implementation  of  the  policies 
and  practices  set  forth  in  this  Circular. 


b.  Each  agency  that  acquires--or  is  responsible  for 
activities  leading  to  the  acquisition  of--major  systems  will 
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establ:.3h  clear  lines  of  authority,  responsibility,  and 
accountability  for  rtanagenent  of  its  major  system 
acquisition  programs* 

c.  Each  agency  should  preclude  nanagement  layering  and 
placing  reporting  procedures  and  paperwork  requirements  on 
program  managers  a;  .d  contractors. 


d.  A program  manager  will  be  designated  for  each  of  the 
agency's  m.ajor  system  acquisiticm  programs.  This 
designation  should  be  made  when  a decision  is  made  to 
fulfill  a mission  need  by  pursuing  alternative  system  design 
concepts.  It  is  essential  that  the  program  m.anager  have  an 
understanding  of  user  needs  and  constraints,  familiarity 
with  developm^ent  principles,  and  requisite  management  skills 
and  experience.  Ic'eally,  management  skills  and  experience 
would  include:  ° Research  and  development  " Operations  ° 
Engineering  ® Construction  ° Testing  ® Contracting  ® 
Prototyping  and  fabrication  of  complex  systems  ® Production 
® Business  ® Budgeting  ° Fi.nance.  VJith  satisfactory 
performance,  the  tenure  of  the  program  m.anager  should  be 
long  enough  to  provide  continuity  and  personal 
accountability . 


e.  Upon  desig.nat  ion , the 
given  budget  guidance  and 
authority,  responsibility, 
accomplishing,  approved  program 


program  m.anager  should  be 
a written  charter  of  his 
and  accountability  for 
objectives . 


f.  Agency  technical  management  and  Government 
laboratories  should  be  considered  for  participation  in 
agency  mission  analysis,  evaluation  of  alternative  system 
design  concepts,  and  support  of  all  development,  test,  and 
evaluation  efforts. 


g.  .Agencies  are  encouraged  to  work  with  each  other  to 
foster  technology  transfer,  prevent  unwarranted  duplication 
of  technological  efforts,  reduce  system  costs,  promote 
standardization,  and  help  create  and  m.aintain  a competitive 
environment  ‘"or  an  acquisitinn. 

9.  Key  decisions ■ Technical  and  program  decisions  normally 
will  be  made  at  the  level  of  the  agency  component  or 
operating  activity.  However,  the  following  four  key 
decision  points  should  be  retained  and  made  by  the  agency 
head : 
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a.  Id^ntif ication  and  definition  of  a specific  mission 
need  t.‘;  be  fulfilled,  the  relative  priority  assigned  within 
the  agency,  and  the  general  magnitude  of  resources  t.hat  may 
be  invested. 

b.  Selection  of  competitive  system  design  concepts  to 
be  advanced  to  a test/demonstration  phase  or  authorization 
to  proceed  with  the  development  of  a noncompetitive  (single 
concept)  system. 

c.  Corumitment  of  a system,  to  full-scale  development  and 
limited  production. 

d.  CoiTjaitment  of  a system  to  full  production. 

10.  Determ.ination  of  mission  needs . 

a.  Determination  of  mission  need  should  be  based  on  an 
analysis  of  an  agency's  mission  reconciled  with  overa].l 
capabilities,  priorities  and  resources.  When  analysis  of  an 
agency's  m.ission  shows  that  a need  for  a new  major  system 
exists,  such  a need  should  not  be  defined  in  equipment 
terns,  but  should  be  defined  in  terms  of  the  mission, 
purpose,  capability,  agency  components  involved,  schedule 
and  cost  objectives,  and  operating  constraints.  A mission 
need  may  result  from  a deficiency  in  existing  agency 
capabilities  or  the  decision  to  establish  new  capabilities 
in  response  to  a technologically  feasible  opportunity. 
Missio.n  needs  are  independent  of  any  particular  system  or 
technological  solution. 

b.  Where  an  agency  has  more  than  one  component 
involved,  the  agency  will  assign  the  roles  and 
responsibilities  of  each  component  at  the  tine  of  the  first 
key  decision.  The  agency  may  permit  two  or  more  agency 
components  to  sponsor  competitive  system  design  concepts  in 
order  to  foster  innovation  and  competition. 

c.  Agencies  should,  as  required  to  satisfy  mission 
responsibilities,  contribute  to  the  technology  base, 
effectively  utilizing  both  the  private  sector  and  Government 
laboratories  and  in— house  technical  centers,  by  conducting, 
supporting,  or  sponsoring:  ® Research  ° System  design 
concept  studies  ® Proof  of  concept  work  ° Exploratory 
subsystem  development  ° Tests  and  evaluations.  Applied 
technology  efforts  oriented  to  system  developments  should  be 
performed  in  response  to  approved  mission  needs. 
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1 1 . f\l  terna‘_ive  s-.-stons  . 

^ - - ^ 

a.  Alternative  system  design  ccncepts  will  be  explored 
within  the  context  of  the  agency's  mission  need  and  program 
obj  ectives--v.‘ith  emphasis  on  generating  .vnnovation  and 
conceptual  competition  from  industry.  Benefits  to  be 
derived  should  be  optimized  by  competitive  exploration  of 
alternative  system  design  concepts,  and  trade-offs  of 
capability,  schedule,  and  cost.  Caro  should  be  exercised 
during  the  Initial  steps  of  the  acquisition  process  not  to 
ccnforni  miss-on  needs  or  program  objectives  to  any  known 
systems  or  products  that  might  foreclose  consideration  cf 
alternatives . 

b.  Alternative  system  design  ccncepts  will  be  solicited 
from  a broad  base  of  qualified  firms.  In  order  to  achieve 
the  most  preferred  system  solution,  emphasis  will  be  placed 
on  innovation  and  competition.  Co  this  end,  participation 
of  smaller  and  .newer  businesses  should  be  encouraged. 
Ccncepts  will  be  primarily  solicited  from  private  industry; 
and  when  beneficial  to  the  Goverrurent , foreign  technology, 
and  equipment  may  be  considered . 

c.  Federal  laboratories,  federally  funded  research  and 
development  centers,  educational  institutions,  and  other 
not-for-profit  organizations  may  also  be  considered  as 
sources  for  competitive  system  design  concepts.  Ideas, 
concents,  or  technology',  developed  by  Government 
laboratories  or  at  Government  expense,  may’  be  made  available 
to  private  industry  through  the  procurem.ent  process  or 
through  other ' establ ished  procedures.  Industry  proposals 
may  be  made  on  the  basis  of  these  ideas,  concepts,  and 
technology’  or  on  the  basis  of  feasible  alternatives  which 
the  proposer  considers  superior. 

d.  Research  and  development  efforts  should  emphasize 
early'  competiti’.e  exploration  of  alternatives,  as  relatively 
inexpensive  insurance  against  premature  or  preordained 
choice  of  a sy'stem  that  may  prove  to  be  either  more  costly’’ 
or  less  effective. 

e.  Requests  for  alternative  sy’stem  design  concept 
proposals  will  explain  the  mission  need,  schedule,  cost, 
capability’  objectives,  and  operating  constraints.  Each 
offeror  will  be  free  to  propose  his  own  tecn.nical  approach, 
maii\  design  features,  subsystems,  and  alternatives  to 
schedule,  cost,  and  capability  goals.  In  the  conceptual  and 
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less  t.'.an  lull-scaie  development  stages,  contractors  should 
riot  :;o  -restricted  by  detailed  Government  specifications  and 
standar 


f.  Selections  from  competing  system  design  concept 
piopcsals  u’ill  be  based  on  a review  by  a team  of  experts, 
preferably  from  inside  and  outside  the  responsible  component 
development  organization.  Such  a review  will  consider:  (1) 
Proposed  system  functional  and  performance  capabilities  to 
meet  mission  needs  and  program  objectives,  including 
r..'.--curcGS  required  and  benefits  to  be  derived  by  trade-offs, 
vdicre  feasible,  among  technical  perform.ance , acquisition 
costs,  jv.Tiership  costs,  time  to  develop  and  procure;  and  (2) 
The  relevant  accomplishment  record  of  competitors. 

g.  During  the  uncertain  perieJ  of  identifying  and 
explorinc;  alternative  system  design  concepts,  contracts 
covering  relatively  short  time  periods  at  planned  d-llar 
le'^els  \'ill  be  used.  Timely  technical  reviews  of 
al-cernative  system  design  concepts  will  be  made  to  effect 
the  orderly  elimination  of  those  least  attractive. 

h.  Contractors  should  be  provided  with  operational  test 
conditions,  mission  performance  criteria,  and  life  cycle 
cos'c  factors  that  will  be  used  by  the  agency  in  the 
eva.luatior.  and  selection  of  the  systcm(s)  for  full-scale 
development  and  production. 

i.  The  rar-f icipating  contractors  should  be  provided 
with  relevant  operational  and  support  experience  through  the 
program  manager,  as  necessary,  in  developing  performance  and 
other  requirements  for  each  alcernative  system  design 
concept  as  tests  and  trade-offs  are  made. 

j.  Development  of  subsystems  that  are  intended  to  be 
included  in  a major  system:  a'-guisition  program  v;ill  be 
res '■  r- jtGc  to  less  than  fully  designed  hardv/are  (full-scale 
devolcpmnnt)  unti''  the  subsystem  is  identified  as  a part  of 
a nyster'  cu'-;d:  date  for  full-scale  development.  Exceptions 
n.av  be  author -.zed  by  the  agency  head  if  the  subsystems  are 
long  lead  time  items  that  fulii]!  a recognized  generic  need 
or  if  tncy  have  a high  'lotential  fc-r  common  use  among 
rcveral  existing  or  future  systems. 


(Ko.  ?i-10  9) 


■ii-: 

f 


• ■ 


e;  i. 

. ir.ij*::.-  lo  a c-  r."*.  ■. 

:n:  y/'tlor 

s ri  i .•  t,  1.'  i ^ a o n 

chase 

:a:  y he  approved  when  t;c; 

' -Gn.;y 

's  wiosio 

n nec  and 

; ro(jr 

a chgrwt'V'G  arc  reafrl;,' 

and 

v/hGr*  a 

Itornative 

system 

I'Ssi:.;:!  concents  arc  sclecte 

• 

Vw 

oyster.,  acquisiticn.  p 

rograns 

will  be 

structured 

and  re 

sou.rc-es  ’pla.nned  to  demci'isti' a 

ie  and 

evaluate 

competing 

slternati".".'  syster  disicn  concep::.=j  that  have  been  selected. 
"::certions  r.ay  be  author  itod  by  the  agency  head  if 
c'encn.tnratio:'.  an  not  feasible. 

c.  Dc'.'C'lcpnent  of  a single  syste:n  design  cGnce:at  that 
has  not  teen  corrpetitively  selected  should  be  considered 
only  if  justified  by  factors  such  as  urgency  of  need,  or  by 
the  physi^'cl  and  financi.al  innracticality  of  demonstrating 
a I ternat  i\-e  s . Proceeding  with  the  development  of  a 

noncomeeti  ti'/e  (single  concept)  system  may  be  authorized  by 

the  agen.cy  ’noau.  Strong  agency  progran  management  and 
technical  direction  should  be  usc-d  for  systemis  that  have 
been  neither  competitively  selected  nor  derionstratoa . 


13.  Full-scale  devolopir.ont  and  production . 

a.  Full-scale  develor;ment , including  limited 

production,  may  be  aup-roved  v;hen  the  agency's  m-.ission  need 
and  program  cb  Jectives  are  reaffirr'cd  ai;d  competitive 
demionstiaticn  results  verify  that  r'lc;  chosen  syscem.  design 
concept (s)  is  sound. 

b.  Full  production  may  V:e  approved  when  th.-^  agency's 

mission  need  and  program  ohjecrives  a.re  rca '' f i 1 1 !od  ar.d  when 
system  per  f orrv:nco  bar,  boon  sati.r  f ac  Lor  ily  tested, 

independent  of  the  agency  dcveloprn'.vnt  and  user 
■vr gani  zations  , and  r_v.a lua Led  in  an  environm.ont  that  a5;suros 
demons  traticn  in  snpocted  opera  tiorie  1 conditions, 
''ncerjtions  to  indepon-'ent  testin';  may  be  authorized  by  the 
:ugc::cy  iiead  under  s\icn  circumstances  us  pliysical  or 

financia.l  inpr  act  i cab  i li  by  or  <.u-;treme  -ui  ■,.oncy  . 
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contra' tor  (s)  GerT-.onstrated  .’nanagement , financial/  and 
technical  capabilities  to  meet  pre-gram  objectives, 

d.  I'he  program  manager  will  monitor  system.  tests  and 
cor.tra-ctcr  progress  in  fulfilling  system  performance,  cost, 
and  schedule  coniiritments . Significant  actual  or  forecast 
variances  will  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
appropriate  management  authority  for  corrective  action. 

14.  Budgeting  and  f inancing . Beginning  with  FY  1979  all 
agencTes  will,  as  part  of  the  budget  process,  present 
h'udgotE  in  terr.s  of  agency  m.issions  in  consonance  with 
Section  201(i)  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act,  1921,  as 
added  by  Section  601  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974,  and  in  accoidance  with  0MB  Circular  A-11,  In  so 
doing,  the  agencies  are  desired  to  separately  identify 
research  and  development  funding  for:  (1)  The  general 
technology  base  in  support  of  the  agency's  overall  missions, 
(2)  The  specific  development  efforts  in  support  of 
alternative  system  design  concepts  to  accomplish  each 
mission  need,  and  (3)  Full-scale  developments.  Each  agency 
should  ensure  that  research  and  development  is  not 
undesirably  duplicated  across  its  missions. 

15.  Information  to  Congress . 

a.  Procedures  for  this  purpose  will  be  developed  in 
conjunction  with  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  and  the 
various  corrir\ittees  of  Congress  having  oversight 
responsibility  for  agency  activities.  Beginning  with  FY 
1979  budget  , each  agency  will  inform  Congress  in  the  normal 
budget  process  about  agency  missions,  capabilities , 
deficiencies,  and  needs  and  objectives  related  to 
acquisition  programs,  in  consonance  with  Section  601  (i)  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974. 

b.  Disclosure  of  the  basis  for  an  agency  decision  to 
proceed  with  a single  system  design  concept  without 
competitive  selection  and  demonstration  will  be  made  to  the 
congressional  authorization  and  appropriation  committees. 

16.  Implementation . All  agencies  will  work  closely  with  the 
Office  of  ?ianagement  and  Budget  in  resolving  all 
implementation  problems. 

17.  Submissior  s to  Offuc^^e  of  Manag_ement  end  Budget, 
Agencies  will  subrnTt  tHe"  following  to  0MB:  ” 
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a.  Policy  dirr-or. ivgs , regulations,  and  guidelines  as 
they  are  issued. 

b.  v.ithin  six  months  after  the  date  of  this  Circular,  a 
tine-phased  action  plan  for  r.oeting  the  requirements  of  this 
Circular . 


c.  Periodically,  the  agency  approved  exceptions 
permitted  under  the  provisions  of  this  Circular . 

This  information  v.’iil  be  used  by'  the  OIIB,  in  identifying 
major  sv'stem,  acquisition  trends  and  in  monitoring 
implementations  of  this  policy'. 


18.  Inquiries . All  questions  or  inquiries  should  be 
submitted  to  the  0MB,  Administrator  for  Federal  Procurement 
Policy.  Telephone  number,  area  code,  202-395-4677. 


ADMINISTRATOR  FOR 
FEDERAL  PROCUREMENT  POLICY 


/ 

I- 


DIRECTOR 
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Draft  dated  27  July  1976 


APPENDIX  H NUMBER  5000.30 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  DIRECTIVE 

SUBJECT  Defense  Acquisition  Executive 

Refs.:  (a)  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Circular  A-109, 

"Major  System  Acquisition  " April  5,  1976 
(b)  DoD  Directive  5000.1,  "Acquisition  of  Major  Defense 
Systems. " 

I-  general 

Pursuant  to  the  authority  vested  in  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  and  as  directed  by  the  provisions  of  Paragraph 
8A  of  reference  (a),  the  Defense  Acquisition  Executive 
shall  have  the  responsibilities,  functions  and  authorities 
as  orescribed  herein. 

I I . RESPOilSIBILITIES 

A.  The  Defense  Acquisition  Executive  is  the  principal 
advisor  and  staff  assistant  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  the  acquisition  of  defense  systems  and 
equipment. 

B.  The  individual  who  will  serve  as  the  Defense  Acquisi- 
tion Executive  during  any  given  time  period  will  be 
so  designated  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

III.  FUNCTIONS 


Under  the  direction,  authority  and  control  of  the  Secretary 
of  Defense,  and  in  coordination  with  the  functional 
Assistant  Secretaries  of  Defense,  the  Defense  Acquisition 
Executive  shall  perform  the  following  functions: 

A.  Integrate  and  unify  the  management  process,  policies 
and  procedures  for  major  defense  system  acquisition. 

B,  Monitor  the  implementation  the  policies  and  practices 
in  ihe  Circular  A-109,  reference  (a),  and  in  the  system 
acquisition  policies  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 


C.  Coordinate  the  developnient  of  integrated  investment 
Dlanrina  for  the  DoD  to  assure  the  continuity  of  decisions 
Detween  the  conceptual,  development,  production  and 
operational  phases  of  the  acquisition  of  defense  systems. 

D.  Coordinate  acquisition  investment  planning  with  the 
Defense  Planning  and  Programming  Guidance  (DPPG),  the 
^Tanning  and  Programming  Guidance  Memorandum  (PPGM), 
and  the  Planning,  Programming,  Budgeting  System  (PPBS). 

E.  Serve  as  the  permanent  Chairman  of  the  Defense  Systems 
Acquisition  Review  Council,  (DSARC),  reference  (b). 

f.  Strengthen  the  basis  for  the  Secretary  of  Defense's 
decisions  at  the  four  key  acquisition  milestones  by 
assuring  that  the  requirements  and  viewpoints  of  all 
functional  areas  involved  in  system  acquisition  are 
full  consideration  during  DSARC  deliberations,  and  are 
properly  integrated  in  the  DSARC  recommendations  sent 
to  the  Secretary. 

G.  Approve  after  consultation  with  the  other  DSARC  members, 
exceptions  to  the  policy  of  completing  the  Decision 
Coordinating  Paper  (DCP)  processing,  DoD  Instruction 
5000.2,  prior  to  DSARC/(s)  SARC  review. 

H.  Assure  that  program  managers  are  assigned  when  acquisition 
programs  are  initiated. 

I.  Assure  that  key  acquisition  personnel  have  long-term 
experience  in  a variety  of  Government/ Industry  system 
acquisition  activities  and  that  career  orograms  have 
been  instituted  which  enlarge  on  that  experience. 

J.  Perform  such  other  duties  as  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
may  assign. 

IV.  RELATIONSHIPS 

A,  In  the  performance  of  his  functions,  the  Defense 
Acquisition  Executive  shall; 

1,  Coordinate  the  actions  of  the  various  OSD  offices 
as  they  carry  out  their  assigned  responsibilities 
in  major  Weapon  System  Acquisition. 

2.  Coordinate  actions,  as  appropriate,  with  the  military 
departments  and  other  Department  of  Defense  agencies 
having  collateral  or  related  functions  in  the  field 
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3.  Mc^i  itain  active  liaison  for  the  exchange  of  information 
and  advice  with  the  military  departments  and  other 
Oepartmef't  of  Defense  agencies. 

4.  Consult  with  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  on  the  inter- 
action of  system  acquisition  with  operational  strategy. 

5.  Maintain  active  liaison  with  the  Office  of  Federal 
Procurement  Policy  in  matters  concerning  system 
acquisition  policy. 

6.  Encourage  t^e  maintenance  of  active  liaison  with 
aporopriate  research  and  development,  system  design, 
crocurement,  logistic  and  environmental  services 
agencies  outside  the  Department  of  Defense,  including 
private  business  entities,  educational  or  research 
institutions  or  other  agencies  of  government. 

7.  Make  full  use  of  available  resources  in  the  office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  military  departments  and  other 
Department  of  Defense  agencies  rather  than  unnecessarily 
duplicating  such  capabilities. 

B,  The  Secretaries  of  the  military  departments,  their 
civilian  assistants,  and  the  military  personnel  in 
such  departments  shall  fu1''y  cooperate  with  the  Defense 
Acquisition  Executive  and  the  OSD  staff  in  a continuous 
effort  to  achieve  efficient  administration  of  system 
acquisition  activities  in  the  Department  of  Defense. 

V.  AUTHORITIES 

Tno  Defense  Acquisition  Executive,  in  the  course  of  exercising 
the  staff  functions  in  his  assigned  field,  including  those 
enumerated  in  Section  III  above,  is  hereby  specifically 
delegated  authority  to: 

A.  Issue  instructions  and  one-time  di recti ve'type  memoranda, 
in  writing,  appropriate  to  carrying  out  policies  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  for  his  assigned  fields  of 
responsibilities  in  accordance  with  DoD  Directive  5025.1, 
subject:  DoD  Directives  Systems,  March  7,  1961.  Such 

instructions  and  inemoranda  to  the  military  departments 
will  be  issued  through  the  Secretaries  of  those  departments 
or  their  designees. 
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B.  Obtain  such  reports  and  information  and  assistance  from 
the  military  departments  and  other  Department  of  Defense 
agencies  as  may  be  necessary  to  the  performance  of  his 
assigned  functions. 

VI.  EFFECTIVE  DATE 

This  Directive  is  effective  immediately. 
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